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ABSTRACT

CAN MENTORING REDUCE SOCIAL STRESSORS THROUGH SOCIALIZATION? A
LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF MENTORING AS A PRIMARY
INTERVENTION STRATEGY
Sarah Frances Bailey, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Larissa K. Barber, Director

Low intensity social stressors (i.e., social undermining, incivility, and interpersonal
conflict) have been shown to have a strong impact on employee health and behavior. Newer
employees who are learning the organization may be especially affected by these social
stressors, as they are still learning how to navigate their work environment. Although research
has demonstrated mentoring as strategy for helping employees cope with stressors, there has
been a lack of research on how mentoring may also reduce the occurrence of social stressors.
Drawing from the Conservation of Resources theory of job stressors, mentoring can be
conceptualized as a strategy for building employees’ interpersonal resources through
socialization, thereby reducing the occurrence of social stressors. Although mentoring
predicts socialization, it has not been empirically examined in relation to predicting social
stressor experiences over time. As such, this study improves on past research by examining
the mediated relationships among mentoring, socialization, and social stressors in a
longitudinal study design. In this study, 272 full-time employees were recruited to report on
their mentoring, socialization, and social stressor experiences across three time points with a
six-week lag between each time point (with a total time lag of three months from Time 1 to
Time 3). In a final sample of 90 employees, regression models controlling for within-phase

and within-variable relationships were used to meet the temporal and statistical assumptions
for longitudinal, causal mediation. There were no causal relationships between mentoring,
socialization, and social stressors. However, there was a direct reverse lag effect of phase 1
social undermining and incivility negatively predicting phase 3 mentoring. Cross-phase
analyses demonstrated that socialization was negatively related to social stressors. There were
frequently significant indirect relationships between mentoring and social stressors in the
exploratory within-phase analyses. Mentoring was not significantly related to socialization or
social stressors, which suggests that it is limited as a primary intervention. Examining the
utility of primary stressor interventions informs how effective various interventions are at
preventing social stressors.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Organizational newcomers are in the process of learning and adjusting to their
organizational values and norms. Interpersonal experiences, both positive and negative, are
salient pieces of information for these new employees. Whether with supervisors or their
peers, interpersonal interactions are an opportunity for newcomers to receive feedback about
their performance, learn about their own standing within the organization, and understand the
organization’s norms. Compared to more established employees, newer employees’
interpersonal interactions likely provide more valuable self-relevant information for learning
their place within the organization.
More established employees within the organization can promote positive experiences
newcomers by listening to their concerns, clarifying their questions, or introducing them to
new colleagues. Through these positive behaviors, newcomers receive support during this
learning and adjustment process and become socialized to the organization (Moreland &
Levine, 2001). Conversely, the negative interactions such as criticism, disagreements, or
dismissive treatment create what is known as social stressors. Although these social stressors
may seem minor, they could be especially detrimental to new employees’ first impressions of
the organization and threatening to their status within the organization.
Broadly, stressors refer to negative events that may evoke a subsequent reaction for
addressing the event’s effects (Baum, 1990), and thus social stressors arise from interpersonal
interactions in the workplace. For example, social undermining is related to increased somatic
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complaints, counterproductive work behaviors and decreased self-efficacy and organizational
commitment (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002). Similarly, incivility is detrimental to job
satisfaction and career withdrawal (Cortina, Magley, Williams & Langhout, 2001). In light of
the escalating effects of social stressors (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et al., 2001), it
is imminent that organizations consider ways of intervening with social support for their
employees, especially for newer employees.
The current study focuses on how mentoring behaviors may reduce the frequency of
social stressors through socialization, rather than previous approaches looking at how
employees react or cope with stressors. The extant literature has often examined the
relationship between social stressors and strain (e.g., Harvey, Harris, Harris, & Wheeler,
2007; Kammeyer-Mueller, Wanberg, Rubenstein, & Song, 2013), with mentoring viewed as a
buffering or moderating factor. Thus, mentoring is seen as merely a method for helping
individuals cope with workplace stressors (i.e., a secondary intervention strategy for work
stress). However, this research proposes that mentoring may actually be a mechanism for
reducing the occurrence of social stressors (i.e., a primary intervention strategy). Figure 1 is
an illustration of the current study’s theoretical model.
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Figure 1.
Theoretical model of the current study’s approach to mentoring and
socialization as mechanisms in primary versus secondary stressor intervention strategies

The current study also contributes to the mentoring and social stressor literature by
examining these relationships longitudinally. There has been a lack of longitudinal research
on mentoring and organizational socialization in relation to stressors. Mentoring occurs over
time (Kram, 1983), and the extent that they influence newcomers’ socialization and stressor
appraisals likely involves temporal differences. Therefore, the current study examines this
mediation relationship longitudinally, specifically with a three-wave longitudinal design. This
design allows a test of causal and reverse causation effects, which control for synchronous
(within time) and lagged (across time) relationships among the variables. Thus, mentoring
could be associated with social stressors within the same time frame, or lead to decreased
social stressors over time. Examining how mentoring and socialization evolve over time
allows for thoroughly examining trends in organizational socialization and social stressors.
Theoretical Background: Mentoring as a Primary Intervention Strategy
As discussed previously, mentoring can potentially have two contributions to the
workplace stress reduction process. Occupational health psychology literature outlines two
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types of interventions that may be relevant to mentoring: primary and secondary (Hurrell &
Murphy, 1996). Primary interventions attempt to reduce the frequency of the stressor in the
work environment. Primary interventions serve a preventive, proactive role in reducing the
source of the stressor and preventing the stressor experience. Many primary interventions
occur at the organizational level, such as job redesign and workload reduction. However,
these interventions can also occur at the individual employee level, such as building
employees’ skills and organizational socialization (Lamontagne Keegel, Louie, Ostry, &
Landbergis, 2005).
Through primary interventions, organizations develop “working conditions that are
not conducive to the development of stress symptoms” (Semmer, 2011, p. 299). Given that
primary appraisal involves the recognition and processing of an event, primary interventions
prevent the development of stress symptoms through a combination of two mechanisms. The
first is reducing the objective occurrence of the event, such that the frequency of social
stressors decreases over time. In this case, mentoring behaviors would help change the work
environment and provide a more constructive approach to social interactions. The second
mechanism is reducing the target’s subjective appraisal of social stressors. In this perceptual
approach, the target (i.e., new employee) would not perceive interactions at work as
threatening or demanding to their resources. Through supportive mentoring behaviors, new
employees would become more accustomed to the organization, and would not have to be as
vigilant for social stressors.
Secondary interventions address the strain reactions (e.g., organizational withdrawal)
to stressors and attempt to reduce the negative reactions to stressful events. The objective of
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secondary appraisals is to ameliorate the negative effects of stressors and equip employees
with the resources to cope with stressors, resources such as cognitive behavioral therapy and
anger management (Lamontagne et al., 2005). Whereas secondary interventions manage the
stressor, primary interventions change the stressor’s frequency. Although the extant literature
has demonstrated that mentoring is a valuable secondary intervention for managing strain and
navigating the “political arena” of organizations (Blass & Ferris, 2007; Perrewé, Young, &
Blass, 2002), the current study examines mentoring as a primary intervention for reducing
social stressors. Mentoring has rarely been examined as a primary intervention mechanism,
yet it has the potential to reduce social stressors before they warrant strain reactions. As a
primary intervention for social stressors, mentoring behaviors would transform employees’
experiences in the organization and reduce social stressors.
Broadly, the process of mentoring involves experienced, knowledgeable individual
who guides a less experienced protégé. This guidance can provide contextual learning and
help newcomers develop skills for managing work relationships (Allen, McManus, & Russell,
1999; Chao, 2007). Although mentoring is related to socialization outcomes (Chao, Walz, &
Gardner, 1992), reducing social stressors have not been empirically tested as an outcome.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine socialization as a mediator of the
mentoring-social stressors relationship. That is, mentoring could help new employees reduce
social stressors by building their interpersonal and job-related capabilities. Based on the
conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989), the social support of mentoring could
provide employees with socialization resources, subsequently reducing social stressors and
the threatening valence of social interactions. This pattern is consistent with the gain spiral,
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one of the main tenets of COR theory. Gain spirals refer to initial resources (i.e., mentoring)
facilitating further resource gains (i.e., socialization). These resource gains subsequently
prevent resource losses (i.e., social stressors). Rather than changing reactions or coping
strategies to social stressors, mentoring could provide a primary, proactive intervention for
reducing social stressors entirely. Through the primary intervention of mentoring, social
experiences are expected to improve and involve less social stressors over time. That is, the
mentored employee becomes a part of the organization, familiar with others’ roles and
expectations, and experiences less social stressors than nonmentored employees.
COR theory also proposes the loss spiral, which serves as an alternative explanation
for the relationships between mentoring, socialization, and social stressors. Specifically,
social stressors may decrease opportunities for socialization and mentoring (reverse
causation), rather than socialization and decreased social stressors being a result of mentoring.
Whereas gain spirals increase resources, loss spirals perpetuate decreases in resources.
Furthermore, the continuing loss of resources makes it increasingly difficult to gain resources,
leading to further resource depletion. The possibility of reverse causality will also be
examined in the current study with a longitudinal design approach.
Social Stressors
The current study includes the social stressors of social undermining, incivility, and
interpersonal conflict in the workplace. Examining a combination of social stressors allows
for further examining the effects of mentoring on primary stressor appraisal. Unlike more
severe forms of mistreatment that involve physical abuse (workplace violence) or
mistreatment from a specific person in the workplace (abusive supervision), these social
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stressors are often low intensity. This low intensity refers to the low frequency and low
persistence of these stressors (Hershcovis, 2011). The low intensity of social undermining and
incivility (and often interpersonal conflict) makes these social stressors gradually damaging to
work relationships (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Duffy et al., 2002). However, these low
intensity forms of workplace mistreatment can be just as severe and consequential as more
overt, high intensity forms of mistreatment (Hershcovis, 2011). Perhaps these rude,
discourteous behaviors have such negative outcomes because the perpetrator’s intentions are
unclear, and warrant evaluative scrutiny. Overall, these social stressors can have negative,
detrimental outcomes, including decreased self-efficacy and organizational commitment and
increased counterproductive behaviors and somatic complaints (Cortina et al., 2001; Duffy et
al., 2002).
These social stressors have a combination of similarities and differences. Social
undermining involves active negative behaviors, such as insults, criticism, and rumors about
the target that are intended to hinder the target’s reputation and work relationships (Duffy et
al., 2002; Vinokur & Van Ryn, 1993). Social undermining is defined by the perpetrator’s
intent to hinder the target, as well as the negative consequences for the target’s relationships
and reputation. Intent for specified outcomes differentiates social undermining from other
social stressors (Hershcovis, 2011). Incivility is defined by low intensity behaviors that are
disrespectful and discourteous, such as interruptions or unprofessional remarks. Unlike social
undermining, incivility involves ambiguous intent, where the perpetrator may not have
intended to be rude or disrespectful (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et al., 2001). The
low intensity behaviors of incivility allow for the target to infer malicious intent (Andersson
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& Pearson, 1999; Hershcovis, 2011). Interpersonal conflict is a broader social stressor than
the previous two, as it encompasses a range of intensity and intent levels (Hershcovis, 2011;
Spector & Jex, 1998). Unlike social undermining or incivility, interpersonal conflict
incorporates instances that are mutually negative for both individuals, such as arguments and
yelling (Spector & Jex, 1998). Furthermore, interpersonal conflict can occur with either other
members of the organization or outside parties (e.g., customers). Unlike social undermining or
incivility, interpersonal conflict considers the possibility that the participant enacts
disagreements.
By integrating COR theory with the primary intervention framework, new employees
could use their interpersonal relationships and as an organizational resource for reducing
social stressors. The negative outcomes of social stressors, such as decreased work
engagement and increased withdrawal behaviors, demonstrate the need to equip employees
with resources for reducing social stressors at the primary appraisal stage (Chen et al., 2013;
Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). These resources can help create, maintain, and perceive
positive social interactions at work. By helping the employee learn the organization,
mentoring can provide such resources for reducing the occurrence of stressors.
Interventions for Social Stressors
With the high prevalence of social stressors (Cortina et al., 2001), there have been
various approaches for preventing and managing social stressors. One approach that has
received empirical support is in relation to incivility outcomes, called CREW (Civility,
Respect, and Engagement in the Workplace). This intervention was designed to promote
positive work relationships among the U.S. Veterans Administration hospital staff (Osatuke,
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Moore, Ward, Dyrenforth, & Belton, 2009). CREW focuses on reducing incivility by
preventing the incivility spiral responses to rudeness, and building positive work
relationships. CREW is a primary intervention for reducing perceptions of social stressors. It
consists of six months of regular meetings, where employees discuss interpersonal
communication and teamwork with the guidance of a trained facilitator. The decreased
incivility incidents and increased positive job attitudes demonstrate that interventions for
building positive social norms can reduce incivility experiences (Leiter, Laschinger, Day, &
Oore, 2011). Another defining outcome of this proactive intervention is feeling empowered
by support within the organization (Spence Laschinger, Leiter, Day, Oore, & Mackinnon,
2012). Whereas the CREW intervention requires a trained facilitator and group meetings,
mentoring behaviors can provide support and empowerment in a broader, more individualized
way.
Similar to the CREW intervention, supportive mentoring behaviors could provide
employees with the necessary guidance for transforming their behavior in a way that reduces
the experience of social stressors. Therefore, to reduce experiences of social stressors,
employees need resources that empower them. When adjusting to a new organization or role,
social stressors may be especially overwhelming and intimidating to employees (Kammeyer
et al., 2013). These new employees are beginning to establish their capabilities and status
within the organization. The current study utilizes COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), and thus
suggests that building socialization via mentoring may be an effective method of reducing
social stressors. That is, mentoring could build individuals’ interpersonal and socialization
resources (e.g., support from coworkers, familiarity with the organization’s goals). Mentoring
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as a primary intervention could reduce social stressors, both from the target’s perspective and
the instigator’s intentions. Regarding the target’s perspective, for example, mentors could
help newcomers proactively avoid situations that would create social stressors within the
organization, rather than letting them “figure it out for themselves.” Furthermore, mentors
could help introduce newcomers to organizational norms in communications and interactions,
thus increasing their ability to build positive social relationships in the workplace. From the
coworker or supervisor’s perspective (i.e., instigators), mentored newcomers may not require
as much corrective feedback as other newcomers in social interactions.
Mentoring and Social Stressors
Mentoring involves guidance and support from an experienced and knowledgeable
individual (Kram, 1983). Mentoring is an educational process, where information about
organizational processes and interpersonal strategies can be learned (Blass & Ferris, 2007).
Mentoring behaviors are organized into two main functions: career and psychosocial (Kram,
1985). Career functions are for the purpose of advancement. Psychosocial support refers to
the building the protégé’s positive views of themselves (Kram, 1985).
Career functions involve sponsoring the protégé for new opportunities, coaching on
job performance, and providing the protégé with visibility and challenging job assignments
(Kram, 1985; Lankau & Scandura, 2002). These career functions are learning opportunities,
where the protégé can gain feedback, become accustomed to organizational processes, and
learn interpersonal and task-related skills (Kram 1985; Lankau & Scandura, 2007).
Psychosocial functions are the relational aspects of mentoring. This includes friendship, rolemodeling, validation, and acceptance (Kram, 1985). When a mentoring relationship provides
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psychosocial functions, the protégé can learn about his or her self, gain self-worth, and learn
how to relate to others (Kram, 1985; Lankau & Scandura, 2007). Through the mentor’s
example, the protégé can develop a professional identity and approach to working with others
(Kram, 1985; Lankau & Scandura, 2007).
Likewise, these mentoring functions could increase the mentee’s resources against
social stressors in line with COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989). COR theory suggests that employees
are “motivated to obtain, retain, foster and protect those things they value” (Westman,
Hobfoll, Chen, Davidson, & Laski, 2005, p. 168). These values are related in primary
resources, such as social needs and a positive view of self. Secondary resources support
individuals in building and maintaining their primary resources. Given the career and social
support that mentoring provides, mentoring could provide secondary resources for employees’
to help them build strong social relationships and skills in the workplace, which would serve
as a primary intervention.
Career functions can help employees learn about the organization’s goals and their
place within the organizational hierarchy, which reduces role ambiguity (Lankau & Scandura,
2002). In other words, career functions can help protégés understand their job responsibilities
and introduce them to new opportunities for career advancement. This increase in job
knowledge could serve as a resource for employees and improve their performance
proficiency, which could reduce the need for potential social stressors (e.g., criticisms,
belittling ideas). First, mentoring could provide protégés with information to improve their
job proficiency, making it less necessary for coworkers and supervisors to have to correct
negative processes and risk damaging the new employee’s reputation. Second, if the new
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employee has career resources and psychosocial support from mentoring relationships,
instigators may perceive undermining behaviors as ineffective and damaging to their own
reputations. That is, it may be better to work with these mentored, empowered peers than to
work against them through interpersonal mistreatment. If attempting to undermine these
employees could reflect negatively on the instigator, then instigators may engage in less
interpersonal mistreatment
When mentors accept and validate their protégés’ viewpoints, it can encourage
protégés to learn effective behaviors (Kram, 1985), which could include new approaches to
interpersonal relationships. Protégés can learn effective approaches for various situations and
relationships from their mentors’ example and gain support and advice from their mentors
(Kram, 1985). In these ways, mentoring is a resource for employees to build their self-worth.
If mentors can role model positive interactions with others, the protégé can also learn from
their examples. Through mentoring, new employees can learn how to effectively develop and
perceive positive relationships from their mentors’ example.
Although the extant research has not directly examined the relationship between
mentoring and social stressors, there is related research on social support and undermining
that speaks to these potential relationships. However, these studies have produced mixed
results. Furthermore, the extant research has examined social support as a secondary
intervention for reducing the negative effects of social stressors. Duffy and colleagues (2002)
found that supervisor social support is related to reduced social undermining from
supervisors, but not coworker undermining. Furthermore, coworker support did not buffer the
negative effects of either supervisor or coworker undermining. Similarly, Kammeyer and
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colleagues (2013) found modest associations between supervisor support and undermining
(but not coworker undermining) and no significant relationships between coworker support
and both sources of undermining. One explanation for this is that the construct of support
appears distinct from mentoring relationships. Social support involves a family, communal
atmosphere that often goes beyond work-specific helping behavior (Barrera, Sandler, &
Ramsay, 1981). For instance, some items of one social support measure address help with
transportation or looking after a family member or pets when the worker is away (Barrera et
al., 1981).
Perhaps mentoring would provide a more strategic method of reducing social stressors
than social support. This would represent a gain spiral in COR theory, as having more
resources allows employees further social resources and prevents resource losses from social
stressors. The gain spiral is one of the main tenets of COR theory. It refers to the idea that
employees with resources are more capable of gaining further resources than others (Hobfoll,
1989). Their initial resources facilitate gaining further resources. Gain spirals promote
positive work experiences because it allows employees to invest current resources (i.e.,
mentoring) towards resource gains (i.e., socialization). When recovering from resource losses
(i.e., social stressors), resource gains become especially valuable. In the context of resource
losses, gains can reaffirm employees’ goal pursuit and promote positive emotions (Hobfoll,
2002). As there is currently no research to inform differentiation of this effect based on types
of mentoring, I proposed the following:
Hypothesis 1a: Career-related mentoring is negatively related to social stressors
(causal lagged effect).
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Hypothesis 1b: Psychosocial mentoring is negatively related to social stressors
(causal lagged effect).
Mentoring and Socialization
Socialization is defined as the “process by which an individual comes to appreciate the
values, abilities, expected behaviors, and social knowledge essential for assuming an
organizational role and for participating as an organizational member” (Louis, 1980, pp. 229230). As socialization involves social interactions, successful training would likely involve
social interactions, such as mentoring. Mentoring has been shown as a way for employees to
learn both broad interpersonal skills (Lankau & Scandura, 2002) and a socialization
mechanism for learning the specifics of the organization (Allen et al., 1999). The socialization
process occurs over time and is most relevant for employees who are transitioning into a new
organization or job role (Allen et al., 1999; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner
1994).
Although mentoring has often been examined as an antecedent of positive specific
job-related outcomes, mentoring has recently been introduced as a resource for employees to
learn broader skills and capabilities and become socialized to the organization (Chao, 2007;
Lankau & Scandura, 2007). Mentors often have the organizational knowledge and experience
necessary for protégés to become successful (Blass & Ferris, 2007), including success in
interpersonal relationships. Mentoring has been shown to help employees learn adaptive skills
during organizational transitions, such as downsizing and mergers (Kram & Hall, 1989).
Rather than knowing context-specific, short-term technical information, mentoring can focus
on learning, broader personal growth, and the organization’s long-term goals and culture
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(Ferris et al., 2005; Lankau & Scandura, 2007). Furthermore, mentors can help employees
become familiar with various aspects of the organization, including the people, political
processes, and organizational goals (Chao, 2007). For example, role modeling from mentors
positively predicted job satisfaction and negatively predicted intentions to quit by increasing
protégés’ personal skill development (Lankau & Scandura, 2002). Mentoring is an informal
power system that can serve as a source of interpersonal knowledge and an empowered way
of approaching work relationships and organizational goals. As “learning the ropes” of the
organization can focus on various aspects, socialization has been organized into a
multidimensional process. In the forthcoming section, I describe the specific types of
socialization examined in the current study and connect them to mentoring functions.
The different types of socialization focus on what new employees learn when they
initially enter the organization (Chao, 2007). The content areas of socialization are analogous
to mentoring functions, as they describe the learning that occurs during the socialization type.
Chao and coauthors (1994) developed a framework of six types of specific socialization
content areas: language and jargon, organizational history, organizational politics, people,
organizational goals and values, and performance proficiency. With the exception of language
and jargon and organizational history, the current study examines socialization in these areas,
which is consistent with prior research on mentoring and socialization and focuses on the
interpersonal aspects of socialization (Allen et al., 1999; Chao et al., 1992). Specifically,
mentored individuals (in informal and formal mentoring relationships) reported more
socialization than non-mentored individuals on these aspects of socialization (Chao et al.,
1992). Although socialization is multidimensional and these content areas are interrelated,
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examining the specific content areas of socialization provides a clearer understanding of
socialization outcomes (Chao et al., 1994).
Mentoring and political socialization. Socialization in organizational processes and
politics refers to learning the informal power structures and work relationships within
organizations (Chao et al., 1994). Employees with political socialization are aware of who the
most knowledgeable members of the organization are, and how to effectively increase their
own influence in the organization. Political socialization was positively, significantly related
to psychosocial mentoring, but not career-related mentoring (Allen et al., 1999). This suggests
that the mentor’s counseling and friendship provide newcomers with tacit knowledge for
learning these nuanced processes. Employees whose organization had a strong mentoring
context gained an understanding of organizational politics, which increased their political skill
and networking ability (Blass et al., 2007).
Mentoring and people socialization. The people aspect of socialization focuses on
developing interpersonal relationships and a sense of welcome and belongingness within the
organization (Chao et al., 1994). People socialization involves getting to know members of
the organization informally and developing collegiality and friendships with them. Both
career-related guidance and psychosocial support from mentoring have been shown to be
related to people socialization (Allen et al., 1999; Chao et al., 1992). This suggests that
mentors can help new employees feel welcomed and a part of the team. When a senior
colleague demonstrates positive interactions with others, newcomers can learn how to
effectively develop relationships from their colleague’s example and see themselves as a part
of their peer group.
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Mentoring and organizational goals and values socialization. Socialization on
organizational goals and values involves internalizing and adapting the organization’s aims
and mission (Chao et al., 1994). This includes understanding and identifying with the
organization (Chao et al., 1994). Whereas political socialization involves knowledge of how
to influence others and understanding how to gain advantages, this area of socialization
focuses on understanding the workplace norms in relation to broader goals (Chao et al., 1992).
Over time, socialization on organizational goals and values positively predicted career
involvement, job satisfaction, and adaptability (Chao et al., 1994). This suggests that this area
of socialization helps employees identify with the organization. The extant research has
established mentoring as a secondary intervention (i.e., coping resource) for preventing
negative reactions to stressors. Career-related mentoring can help employees learn about the
organization’s goals and their place within the organizational hierarchy, which reduces role
ambiguity (Lankau & Scandura, 2002). Mentoring beyond the protégé’s supervisor (i.e., from
their peers) helped them learn their organizational culture and long-term goals, which served
as a resource in coping with job demands and preventing burnout (Thomas & Lankau, 1999).
Mentoring and performance proficiency socialization. Performance proficiency
refers to a knowledgeable and efficient approach towards performing job responsibilities
(Chao et al., 1994). Although there are certainly other common mechanisms for learning job
tasks (e.g., training backgrounds, work experience), performance proficiency socialization
provides feedback on task mastery (Chao et al., 1994). Performance proficiency socialization
positively predicted employees’ integration of their various job roles, which is an important
component of career effectiveness (Chao et al., 1994). The empowerment of socialization
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could also change the way that employees think about their job responsibilities. Career-related
mentoring can help protégés understand their job responsibilities and how their job is
connected to others’ (Lankau & Scandura, 2002). Psychosocial support is also positively
related to performance proficiency socialization (Allen et al., 1999), which suggests that
mentoring can also provide an example of effective job performance. Taken together, the
extant research suggests that mentoring is a socialization agent for each of the areas of
socialization. Therefore, I proposed the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2a: Career-related mentoring is positively related to socialization (causal
lagged effect).
Hypothesis 2b: Psychosocial mentoring is positively related to socialization (causal
lagged effect).
Socialization as a Mediator Between Mentoring and Social Stressors
COR theory proposes that individuals’ resources are the central tenet in stressor
experiences. Resources include personal capabilities (e.g., self-esteem) energy (e.g., time),
objects (e.g., materials), and conditions (e.g., organizational status). Individuals are motivated
to build, conserve, and protect these resources (Hobfoll. 1989). Resource depletion can occur
when the work environment threatens these resources. Threatening events, such as
undermining behaviors from a coworker, can deplete these resources and increase the
presence of stressors. Social interactions can serve as both resources (e.g., social support) and
stressors (e.g., disagreements). Mentoring relationships could build employees’ personal
resources, specifically through socialization, thus providing resources to reduce social
stressors. Empowering social relationships with a mentor would likely help employees feel
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capable of social relationships within the work environment, which may lead to a reduction in
social stressors.
In applying COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001) to social stressors, socialization could
build employees’ informational and interpersonal resources for work relationships. Mentoring
relationships can provide the career-related guidance and psychosocial support that reduce
social stressors. The mentor’s example can provide the protégé with contextual learning,
including the people, political processes, and values of the organization (Chao, 2007; Perrewé
et al., 2004). Thus, mentoring relationships could build employees’ personal resources,
specifically socialization, thus reducing the occurrence of social stressors due to retaliation.
Similar to how incivility can escalate and lead to retaliatory mistreatment (Andersson &
Pearson, 1999), targets of social stressors could also retaliate to assert their capabilities.
However, seeking emotional support from a mentor and advice on how to deal with the
accusation helps prevent further interpersonal mistreatment, and prevent the continuance of
social stressors. Through mentoring, employees can improve their navigation of the
organizational context, which would likely reduce social stressors.
There is some research that informs these relationships in relation to other types of
stressors. In a study of peer mentoring for newcomers, both mentoring and socialization were
negatively related to work stress (Allen et al., 1999). Regarding mentoring as a secondary
intervention, mentors helped employees learn their organizational culture and long-term
goals, which served as a resource in coping with job demands and preventing burnout
(Thomas & Lankau, 2009). Given that mentoring has helped create socialization experiences,
and is negatively related to experienced work stressors, the current study extends this line of
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research to a primary, proactive intervention for social stressors. Specifically, the current
study proposes that mentoring will build interpersonal resources through socialization and
decrease social stressors.
Hypothesis 3a: Socialization will mediate the relationship between career-related
mentoring and social stressors in a cross-lagged design.
Hypothesis 3b: Socialization will mediate the relationship between psychosocial
mentoring and social stressors in a cross-lagged design.
Alternative Explanations: Reverse Causation and Resource Loss
Alternatively, early experiences with social stressors could diminish employees’
opportunities to receive mentoring and socialization. This would be congruent with the loss
spiral of COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), and would represent reverse causation. Resource loss
can occur when resources are threatened or diminished, or when resource investments do not
result in expected gains. Social stressors can threaten reputation resources, thwart employees’
efforts towards building their resources with positive interpersonal relationships. When social
stressors lead to resource losses, this prompts individuals to protect themselves by trying to
gain further resources (Westman et al., 2005). If this fails, initial resource losses are
perpetuated in a loss spiral. The spiral reflects the idea that resource losses continue into
further losses. Furthermore, it is increasingly difficult to build resources (e.g., mentoring
relationships) when faced with a lack of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). When faced with failed
attempts to gain resources (e.g., unsuccessfully creating positive work relationships),
employees could withdrawal from the organization to protect themselves and prevent further
losses (e.g., Duffy et al., 2002).

21
In the context of interpersonal relationships, social stressors could lead to individuals
seeking positive work interactions with others. For example, newcomers who experience
social undermining are not necessarily deterred in their proactive socialization efforts
(Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). However, these proactive attempts to gain interpersonal,
socialization resources may be thwarted by a lack of social capital and initial resource loss. In
a cross-sectional of interpersonal experiences, a lack of popularity within the organization was
related to increased interpersonal conflict and ostracism (Cullen, Fan & Liu, 2012). In a
resource loss context, it could be that employees who are not well-known and accepted by
their group are more prone to social stressors than others. The motives of social stressors are
also related to the context of mentoring. For instance, social undermining is intended to hinder
the target’s reputation (Duffy et al., 2002). Similarly, the protégé’s abilities can shape
mentors’ perceptions and motivation to work with him or her (Allen, 2004). Therefore, social
stressors could diminish others’ willingness to guide or support the new employee. When
attempts to receive mentoring do not work because of social stressors, resource gains do not
match resource investments (Westman et al., 2005). This creates a loss spiral, which further
depletes the employee’s resources and prevents opportunities for gaining resources, such as
mentoring. A lack of mentoring resources subsequently limits the employee’s access to
socialization resources, which could diminish performance proficiency resources and prompt
further social stressors. Interpreting the loss spirals of COR theory to interpersonal
relationships, I proposed the following alternative hypotheses:
Hypothesis 4: Social stressors are negatively related to socialization (reverse
causation effect).
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Hypothesis 5a: Social stressors are negatively related to career-related mentoring
(reverse causation effect).
Hypothesis 5b: Social stressors are negatively related to psychosocial mentoring
(reverse causation effect).
Hypothesis 6a: Socialization is negatively related to career-related mentoring (reverse
causation effect).
Hypothesis 6b: Socialization is negatively related to psychosocial mentoring (reverse
causation effect).
Alternative Explanations: Political Skill
This longitudinal study will directly measure changes in mentoring, socialization, and
social stressors. This is advantageous for inferring causality in correlational research designs
(Finkel, 1995; Maxwell & Cole, 2007). For causal effects to exist between variables X and Y
without experimental manipulation, three conditions need to be met. First, there must be a
nonzero bivariate correlation between the two variables to demonstrate that they are
interrelated. This accounts for the statistical component of the relationship. The current study
addresses this by measuring the variables concurrently. Second, X must precede Y to
demonstrate the timing of the effects. The current study’s longitudinal panel design, which
allows for determining the time precedence of the variables (Maxwell & Cole, 2007). This
design strategy accounts for the temporal component of the relationship. Examining the time
precedence within a longitudinal study rules out the possibility that Y causes X, rather than X
causing Y. Third, the relationship between X and Y cannot be spurious. This condition
addresses the conceptual and theoretical aspects of the relationship.
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Spurious relationships refer to a statistical relationship between two variables that can
be explained through a third variable (Menard, 1991). Examining plausible alternatives
provides further evidence for causality. During spuriousness, both X and Y are related to the
third variable, which provides an alternative explanation for how X causes Y. Rather than X
causing Y, spuriousness occurs when the third variable explains the association between them
and weakens causal inferences (Finkel, 1995). In the current study, it is plausible that political
skill is related to mentoring, socialization, and social stressors, and offers an alternative
explanation to the variables.
Political skill consists of learned, individual-level strategies that employees can use to
influence the organization’s processes and accomplish goals in an interpersonal context
(Ferris et al., 2007). The organization’s politics can become intensified in stressful conditions
(Perrewé, Ferris, Frink, & Anthony, 2000), such as social stressors. However, the control and
confidence that political skill provides could reduce social stressors (Perrewé et al., 2000).
Regarding secondary interventions, the extant research suggests that individuals with
high political skill may have the savvy to seek mentoring during stressful situations. For
example, political skill has often been examined as a moderator in the stressor-strain
relationship, such as between social stressors and career satisfaction (Harvey et al., 2007).
Political skill moderated the relationship between perceiving others within the organization to
be entitled and job tension (Hochwarter et al., 2010), neutralizing the strain of the stressful
social context. Employees with high political skill who reported high entitlement behaviors
within their work environment experienced less job tension than those with low political skill.
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However, the current study examines the perceptions of initial stressors occurring (i.e.,
primary appraisals and interventions) and does not incorporate strain. Therefore, political
skill will be examined as an alternative explanation for the relationship between mentoring
and socialization. Because political skill could also influence socialization received,
measuring political skill will allow for examining how mentoring affects socialization and
social stressors, beyond the individual’s initial social capabilities. In the current study,
employees who already have high political skill may have different approaches to mentoring
opportunities than others. Specifically, they may be more astute to the networking and
contextual information that mentors can provide, which could influence their mentoring
experiences. Therefore, the current study will examine political skill to gain a more thorough
understanding of the relationships among the central study variables. Based on COR theory’s
tenets of resource building, I expect the hypothesized relationships to still exist among various
levels of political skill.
Another plausible alternative to mentoring as a primary intervention for social
stressors is its utility for non-social stressors. To examine this comparison, I also included
quantitative workload as a non-social stressor. Quantitative workload refers to the perceived
volume and pace of work tasks. From the employee’s perspective, a high quantitative
workload would have high demands for production (Spector & Jex, 1998). Whereas social
stressors involve interpersonal demands, quantitative workload is more task-oriented (Spector
& Jex, 1998). Although mentoring may be related to quantitative workload (e.g., guidance on
a new work project), it is likely that the interpersonal support of mentoring would be more
related to social stressors than workload stressors.

CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Study Design
This study used a three-wave longitudinal design to examine how mentoring, through
socialization, reduces social stressors (social undermining, incivility, and interpersonal
conflict). This design allowed for a more accurate view of directionality between the
examined variables than the commonly used cross-sectional and two-wave designs (Zapf,
Dormann, & Frese, 1996). This helped in ruling out alternative mechanisms, specifying the
directionality, and contributing to longitudinal studies on interpersonal stressors. Consistent
with Zapf et al.’s (1996) recommendations, the independent variables, mediators, and
dependent variables were all measured at each of the time points. The first wave of the study
included measures of spurious relationship variables (political skill, individual differences in
the five factor model traits) to fully examine the relationships and include these variables in
the design. Consistent with cross-lagged panel analysis, this design also allowed for
comparing model fit of the hypothesized model with reversed causal models and reciprocal
models to determine if the hypothesized model is the strongest (Zapf et al., 1996).
Longitudinal studies on newcomer socialization have varied in length and follow-up
sessions (Bauer & Green, 1994). Although various socialization studies collect data at two
points (Bauer & Green, 1994; Brett, Feldman, & Weingart, 1990), the three-wave data
collection strategy was consistent with the hypothesized mediation approach (Zapf et al.,
1996). Socialization and mentoring behaviors consist of broader experiences and outcomes
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(Chao, 2007; Kram, 1985). Time lags in between the survey administrations allowed time for
socialization and mentoring processes to occur. Furthermore, social stressors largely consist
of critical incident examples, rather than an ongoing negative work environment (Duffy et al.,
2002).Therefore, the current study used a three-wave survey administration, with six weeks in
between each phase. Combined, it took each participant twelve weeks to complete all three
phases of the study. Rather than only administering the survey at a certain time, this timeline
allowed for administering the survey on a rolling basis. This will allow for examining the
processes of change in mentoring, socialization, and social undermining. Over time,
mentoring resources should decrease social stressors through the increased provision of
socialization.
Participants and Recruitment
Participants were full-time employees who were within the first three years of
employment at their current organization. Mentoring and socialization resources are likely
salient among this sample, as these employees are focusing on learning the broad goals of the
organization in relation to their job role. To recruit participants for this study, I used a
snowball sampling approach (Goodman, 1961; Heckathorn, 2002). This is a nonprobability
sampling technique that uses a chain of referrals. This chain-referral strategy helped protect
their confidentiality and facilitated contact with a small, but interconnected, subset of the
population. This sampling technique involved contacting eligible participants and asking them
to participate and share the link with eligible participants within their networks. One
limitation of snowball sampling is that participants do not necessarily have an equal chance of
being selected to participate in snowball sampling (Edwards, Thomas, Rosenfeld, & Booth-
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Kewley, 1997). To help reduce biases in this sampling method, I also posted the recruitment
statement on LinkedIn pages and social media related to professional groups (e.g., alumni
associations). These networks and websites serve as online communities for various fields of
employment, thus increasing the generalizability of these results.
Participants were compensated for their participation with entries in multiple drawings
for monetary prizes. There was one $50 prize and four $25 prizes. Participants received one
drawing entry for completing Phase 1, two entries for Phase 2, and three entries for Phase 3.
At the end of the initial survey, participants also had the opportunity to ask for a summary of
the results at the end of the study. See Appendix A for the recruitment statement.
Using this recruitment strategy, 272 individuals accessed the initial survey. This initial
recruitment number matched the a-priori recruitment plan of recruiting 275 participants for
phase 1. Of these participants, 93 of them (34.19%) did not provide their email address for the
future surveys. Of the 179 participants who provided their email address in the first survey, 45
participants completed only two of the three surveys (25.14% of email addresses). There were
92 participants who completed all three surveys (51.40% of email addresses). This response
rate is comparable to a similar longitudinal study’s response rate of 49% examining changes
job resources and experiences (Demerouti, Bakker, & Butlers, 2004). However, two of these
participants’ tenure at their current job was greater than the 36 months specified in the
recruitment statement (38 months and 50 months). These participants were removed from the
sample, resulting in a final sample of 90 participants. See Appendix B for the informed
consent.
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In the pilot testing data (which is reported in this document), the majority of the effect
sizes were medium (approximately 0.15). I conducted a power analysis using an a-priori
sample size calculator for the most complex multiple regression analyses conducted in the
main study. For a two-tailed linear multiple regression test with seven predictors (two types of
mentoring, four types of socialization, political skill) and an effect size of 0.15, a probability
level of 0.05, and a desired statistical power level of 0.80, the minimum required sample size
was 103 participants. Given that the final 90 participant sample did not meet this minimum, I
used maximum likelihood bootstrapping to extrapolate the sample from 90 to 200.
Bootstrapping is a resampling method that can be done in AMOS to create a sampling
distribution and corresponding confidence intervals. It extrapolates on whether the mediation
can be inferred and contributes statistical power to nonnormal data (Cheung & Lau, 2008).
Bootstrapping is beneficial because it increases the stability of the parameter estimates.
In the final sample used in analyses, there were various occupations and industries,
including marketing, pharmacy, and engineering. There were 82 White participants (91.1%),
five Asian (5.6%), five Hispanic (5.6%), and two African American (2.2%). There were 66
women (73.3%) and 24 men (26.7%). There were 37 participants (41.1%) who were married.
The mean age was 32.00 (SD = 9.00). Participants had been employed at their current
organization an average of 14.37 months (SD = 9.52), which fit the intended 36-month
sample. Participants reported working an average of 42.72 hours per week (SD = 11.19).
There were 21 participants (23.3%) who were in a management or supervisory role.
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Measures
Mentoring (PSM and CM). For each measure that specifies a timeframe of events,
the timeframe was six weeks, which is consistent with the data collection timeframe. As this
study focuses on mentoring behaviors, it was not necessary for employees to have a formal
mentor to be eligible to participate in this study. This approach is consistent with prior
research on mentoring behaviors being the mechanism for contextual learning and social
empowerment (Lankau & Scandura, 2002), rather than participating in a specific mentoring
program. This approach was inclusive for participants who may receive different kinds of
mentoring functions from different sources. Furthermore, it was also inclusive for participants
who may not have considered the label of mentoring for the informal mentoring that they
receive.
Mentoring was measured by adapting Noe’s (1988) scale of mentoring functions.
Higher scores on a five-point scale (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = occasionally, 4 = a moderate
amount, 5 = a great deal) indicate higher levels of that mentoring function. The 14 items on
psychosocial functions reflected counseling, role modeling, acceptance, and confirmation
from the mentor (e.g., “Someone in my organization has demonstrated good listening skills in
our conversations”). The seven items on career mentoring reflected the exposure and
visibility, sponsorship, protection, and challenging assignments that the mentor provides the
protégé (e.g., “Someone in my organization gave me assignments that present opportunities to
learn new skills”). Noe (1988) found strong internal consistency for both these subscales (α =
.92 psychosocial and .89 for career-related). See Appendix C for the mentoring measures.
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Socialization (SOC). Participants also completed the political, people, organizational
norms and values, and performance proficiency subscales of the organizational socialization
scale (Chao et al., 1994). This measure consisted of 22 items and used a five-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). There were six items on political
socialization (e.g., “I have learned how things ‘really work’ on the inside of this
organization”), five items on people socialization (e.g., “Within my work group, I would be
easily identified as ’one of the gang’”), six items on organizational goals and values (e.g., “I
would be a good example of an employee who represents my organization’s values”), and five
items on performance proficiency (e.g., “I have mastered the required tasks of my job”). For
exploratory analyses in the pilot study, socialization was also examined by each of the
specific socialization areas. Examining both overall socialization and in multiple areas is
consistent with previous research (Allen et al., 1999). See Appendix D for the socialization
measures.
Social undermining (SUCW). Participants took the social undermining from
coworkers scale Duffy et al., 2002), which measured mistreatment by coworkers (13 items
total; e.g., “Belittled you or your ideas?”) and used a six-point frequency scale (1 = never and
6 = everyday).
Incivility (INCIV). The Modified Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2011)
consisted of 12 items. Participants used a five-point scale (1 = never and 5 = many times) to
rate how frequently they experienced rudeness from others during the past year. Example
items include, “addressed you in unprofessional terms, either publicly or privately.”
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Interpersonal conflict (ICAWS). The Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (Spector
& Jex, 1998) consisted of four items. Participants rated the frequency of mutually negative,
interpersonal stressors of varying intensity (e.g., “How often do other people yell at you at
work?”) using a five-point frequency scale (1 = never and 5 = very often).
Problems with colleagues (PWC). In the main study, participants completed the
Problems with Colleagues items of the Negative Event (Hassle) Scale (Mayberry, 2013) as an
additional measure of interpersonal conflict. Participants rated the frequency of three items
related to interpersonal conflict (e.g., “Negative communication with a colleague?”) using a
five-point frequency scale (did not happen, happened 1 to 3 times, happened 4 to 6 times,
happened 7 to 9 times, happened 10 times or more). This measure was not included in the
initial pilot study.
Quantitative workload (QWORK). To examine changes in an additional stressor,
participants completed the Quantitative Workload Inventory at each survey phase (QWORK;
Spector & Jex, 1998), which consisted of five items. Participants rated how often they a large
amount of work responsibilities (e.g., “How often do you have to do more work than you can
do well?”) using a five-point frequency scale (1 = never and 5 = very often). Quantitative
workload is a different kind of stressor than social stressors, and is conducive to examining
discriminant predictive validity. Mentoring and socialization were not expected to be related
to quantitative workload, but were expected to be resources for reducing social stressors,
because of their relevance to social relationships (Spector & Jex, 1998). Therefore,
quantitative workload was used to compare the resource-stressor relationships. See Appendix
E for the stressor measures, including the social stressors.
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Additional variables. To examine plausible alternatives to the mediation relationship,
political skill was measured using the Political Skill Inventory (PSKILL; Ferris et al., 2005),
an 18-item scale. The scale assessed the four aspects of political skill: networking ability (e.g.,
“I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others”), interpersonal influence
(e.g., “I am good at getting people to like me”), social astuteness (e.g., “I have good intuition
or savvy about how I present myself to others”), and apparent sincerity (e.g., “When
communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do”). Participants rated their
agreement with each statement using a seven-point Likert scale. (1 = strongly disagree and 7
= strongly agree).
The main study also included a 20-item measure of the Big Five Personality traits
(Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006). Participants used a five-point scale (1 = very
inaccurate and 5 = very accurate) to rate their level of extraversion (e.g., “I am the life of the
party”), agreeableness (e.g., “I sympathize with others’ feelings”), conscientiousness (e.g., “I
get chores done right away”), neuroticism (e.g., “I have frequent mood swings”), and
intellectual/imagination (e.g. “I have a vivid imagination”). Incorporating the Big Five
personality traits allowed for examining individual differences related to their work
experiences. Both these measures will be administered only at Phase 1. See Appendix F for
these individual difference measures.

CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Pilot Data Overview
Pilot testing was conducted to initially examine the mediation model in a crosssectional design, and to determine potential effect sizes for the main study. Full-time
employees working in the United States were recruited to participate in a study of
“Interpersonal Work Experiences” via Amazon Mechanical Turk. (MTurk). MTurk is a data
collection platform for online data collection, where members can complete surveys for
nominal compensation. 343 individuals accessed the survey, 18 of them did not answer the
majority of the survey items. Therefore, 325 participants (94.75% of the initial sample) were
used in the analyses. There were various occupations and industries, including finance,
information technology, and management. There were 242 White participants (74.5%), 43
Asian (13.2%), 24 African American (7.4%), 20 Hispanic (6.2%). There were 201 men
(61.8%), 123 women (37.8%), and one participant who did not report gender. There were 105
participants (32.3%) who were married. The mean age was 31.76 (SD = 9.79). Participants
had been employed at their current organization an average of 5.04 years (SD = 6.13).
Participants reported working an average of 41.44 hours per week (SD = 8.60). There were 18
participants (5.5%) who were virtual office workers/telecommuters. There were 55
participants (16.9%) whose current job required rotating shift work.
Refer to Table 1 for scale reliabilities, means, standard deviations, and bivariate
correlations among all variables. Parallel mediation models were used to explain the effects of
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mentoring (career-related and psychosocial support), on the mediator of overall socialization
(with each of the four areas of socialization as parallel mediators in exploratory analyses),
with social stressors (social undermining, incivility, and interpersonal conflict) as the
dependent variables. Exploratory analyses were also conducted with quantitative workload as
the dependent variable. All models were analyzed using bootstrap confidence intervals via the
PROCESS macro for SPSS (see Hayes, 2013). For both models, the other mentoring function
(career-related for psychosocial support, psychosocial support for career-related) was used as
a covariate.
Pilot data results: Social undermining. Regarding career-related mentoring and
social undermining (see Figure 2), there was no significant indirect effect (β = -0.04, 95% CI:
-0.10 to 0.02). Career-related mentoring was positively, but not significantly related to overall
socialization, β = 0.11, p = .17. Socialization was negatively related to social undermining, β
= -0.37, and interpersonal conflict, β = -0.29, p < .05. There was no significant direct effect of
career-related support mentoring on social undermining, β = 0.09, p = .48.

Figure 2.
Mediation models of standardized estimates of mentoring (career and
psychosocial), overall organizational socialization, incivility, social undermining, and
interpersonal conflict. (*p < .05. n = 325)

Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, Scale Reliabilities Among Variables (Pilot Test)
M
SD
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
1. Age
31.76 9.79
2. Gender
1.38
0.49
.15*
3. Job Tenure
5.04
6.13
.47*
.03
4. Political Skill
5.18
0.93
.07
.03
.07
(.93)
5. Career-Related
3.16
1.00
-.02
.07
.11
.46*
(.90)
*
6. Psychosocial
3.47
0.92
-.06 .16
.05
.40*
.77*
(.91)
*
*
7. Socialization
3.77
0.56 .13*
.10
.15
.66
.40*
.46*
(.88)
8. Soc. Political
3.78
0.63
.06
.01
.09
.55*
.23*
.29*
.80*
(.75)
9. Soc. People
3.67
0.80
.07
.11
.12*
.48*
.34*
.41*
.83*
.51*
(.77)
10. Soc. Org. Goals
3.64
0.73
.08
.11*
.09
.66*
.49*
.50*
.82*
.51*
.62*
(.82)
11. Soc.Performance 4.03
0.68
.21*
.07
.19*
.36*
.11
.19*
.71*
.56*
.50*
.33*
(.79)
*
*
*
*
*
*
12. Soc. Under.
1.46
0.70
-.03 -.08
.04
-.23
-.09
-.15
-.36
-.23
-.37
-.25
-.30* (.96)
13. Incivility
1.58
0.72
-.01 -.06
.03
-.23*
-.15*
-.16*
-.31*
-.20*
-.31*
-.28*
-.19*
.76* (.94)
*
*
*
*
*
*
14. Conflict
1.60
0.69
-.01 -.07
.02
-.19
-.08
-.11
-.27
-.16
-.28
-.25
-.16
.72*
.79* (.86)
*
15. Quant. Workload 3.16
1.02
.09
.05
.01
.02
-.03
.13
.08
.07
.09
.02
.08
.08
.16*
.17* (.86)
Note. n = 323 for age, 324 for gender, 322 for job tenure, and 325 for all other variables. Gender was coded as “1” for male and “2” for female. Variables 5
and 6 are the mentoring functions. Variables 8 through 11 are the socialization areas, and 7 is the composite. Cronbach’s alphas are indicated in bold on the
diagonal. * p < .05
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Regarding career mentoring and specific areas of socialization (see Figure 3), there
were no significant indirect effects on social undermining. People socialization (β = -0.28, p <
.05) and performance proficiency socialization (β = -0.16, p < .05) were significantly related
to social undermining.

Figure 3.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of career mentoring,
organizational socialization, and social undermining. (*p < .05. n = 325)

Regarding psychosocial mentoring functions and social undermining (see Figure 4),
there was a significant indirect effect through overall socialization (β = -0.14, 95% CI: -0.24
to -0.07). Psychosocial mentoring was positively related to overall socialization, β = 0.38, p <
.05. There was no significant direct effect of psychosocial support mentoring on social
undermining, β = -0.06, p = .49. Socialization was negatively related to social undermining, β
= -0.37, p < .05. Regarding specific areas of socialization (see Figure 4), there were
significant indirect effects of people socialization (β = -0.10, 95% CI: -0.22 to -0.04) and
performance proficiency socialization (β = -0.04, 95% CI: -0.11 to -0.01) on social
undermining.

38

Figure 4.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of psychosocial mentoring,
organizational socialization, and social undermining. (*p < .05. n = 325)
Pilot data results: Incivility. For career mentoring and incivility (see Figure 5), there
was no significant indirect effect (β = -0.03, 95% CI: -0.08 to 0.01). There was no significant
direct effect of career-related mentoring on incivility, β = -0.05, p = .57. Regarding specific
areas of socialization (see Figure 5), there were no significant indirect effects on incivility.
People socialization was significantly related to incivility, β = -0.20, p < .05.

Figure 5.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of career mentoring,
organizational socialization, and incivility. (*p < .05. n = 325)
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Regarding psychosocial mentoring functions and incivility (see Figure 6), there was a
significant indirect effect through overall socialization (β = -0.11, 95% CI: -0.20 to -0.05).
There was no significant direct effect of psychosocial support mentoring on incivility, β = 0.01, p = .86. Regarding specific areas of socialization, there was a significant indirect effect
of people socialization (β = -0.08, 95% CI: -0.15 to -0.01) on incivility.

Figure 6.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of psychosocial support
mentoring, organizational socialization, and incivility. (*p < .05. n = 325)

Pilot data results: Interpersonal conflict. For career mentoring and interpersonal
conflict, there was no significant indirect effect of overall socialization (β = -0.03, 95% CI: 0.09 to 0.01). Career mentoring was not significantly related to interpersonal conflict, β =
0.03, p = .73. Socialization was negatively related to interpersonal conflict, β = -0.29, p < .05.
There was no significant direct effect of career mentoring on interpersonal conflict, β = 0.03,
p = .74. Regarding specific areas of socialization (see Figure 7), there was a significant
indirect effect of career mentoring on interpersonal conflict through organizational goals and
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values socialization (β = -0.04, 95% CI: -0.11 to -0.01). People socialization was significantly
related to interpersonal conflict, β = -0.20, p < .05 and organizational goals, β = -0.16, p < .05.

Figure 7.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of career mentoring,
organizational socialization, and interpersonal conflict. (*p < .05. n = 325)

Regarding psychosocial mentoring functions and interpersonal conflict, there was a
significant indirect effect of overall socialization (β = -0.11, 95% CI: -0.19 to -0.05). There
was no significant direct effect of psychosocial support mentoring on interpersonal conflict, β
= 0.01, p = .99. Regarding specific areas of socialization (see Figure 8), there were significant
indirect effects through people socialization (β = -0.07, 95% CI: -0.16 to -0.02) and
organizational goals and values (β = -0.05, 95% CI: -0.12 to -0.01) on interpersonal conflict.
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Figure 8.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of psychosocial support
mentoring, organizational socialization, and interpersonal conflict. (*p < .05. n = 325)

Pilot data results: Quantitative workload. For comparison against social stressors, a
nonsocial stressor was also chosen as a potential outcome for the model. Results suggested
that the workload stressor operated differently than the social stressor outcomes. For career
mentoring and quantitative workload (see Figure 9), there was no significant indirect effect (β
= 0.01, 95% CI: -0.01 to 0.04). Career mentoring was negatively, significantly related to
quantitative workload, β = -0.31, p < .05. Socialization was negatively, but not significantly
related to quantitative workload, β = 0.05, p = .46. There was a significant direct effect of
career mentoring on quantitative workload, β = -0.31, p < .05. Regarding specific areas of
socialization, there were no significant indirect effects on quantitative workload. The
relationships between the specific areas of socialization and quantitative workload were
nonsignificant.
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Figure 9.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of career mentoring,
organizational socialization, and quantitative workload. (*p < .05. n = 325)

Regarding psychosocial mentoring functions and quantitative workload (see Figure
10), there was no significant indirect effect (β = 0.02, 95% CI: -0.03 to 0.07). There was a
significant direct effect of psychosocial support mentoring on quantitative workload, β = 0.34,
p < .05, such that increased psychosocial support was related to increased quantitative
workload. Regarding specific areas of socialization, there were no significant indirect effects.
Thus, both forms of mentoring did not have an impact on a non-social stressor (quantitative
workload) through socialization. Although career mentoring was not significantly related to
people socialization, people socialization did have significant indirect effects more
consistently than the other types of socialization. Therefore, I used people socialization as the
mediator in the analyses for the main study.
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Figure 10.
Parallel mediator model of standardized estimates of psychosocial mentoring,
organizational socialization, and quantitative workload. (*p < .05. n = 325)

In summary, the results of the pilot study largely supported the positive relationships
between mentoring and socialization and the negative relationships between socialization and
social stressors. In contrast, socialization was not significantly related to quantitative
workload. In examining the specific areas of socialization, people socialization and
organizational goals and values socialization were frequently negatively related to the social
stressors. Furthermore, there were significant indirect effects of mentoring through people
socialization across the three social stressors.
Main Study Preliminary Analyses
Attrition analyses. Given that the study requires multiple phases, it was necessary to
conduct attrition analyses to examine possible differences between the final sample (i.e., who
complete all three phases and were used in analyses, n = 90) and the initial sample that did not
complete the study or who were ineligible (n = 182). This ensured that they were comparable
groups. Attrition analyses were consistent with previous panel design research in occupational
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health psychology (Demerouti et al., 2004). These analyses involved independent samples ttests on political skill (t(187) = -0.18, p = 0.86), age (t(179) = 0.83, p = 0.41), organizational
tenure (t(143.62) = 1.67, p = 0.10), hours worked per week (t(183) = -0.27, p = 0.79), and
quantitative workload (t(190) = -0.46, p = 0.65) between the study dropouts (at Times 1 and
2) and the final sample used in analyses. A chi-square test also showed no significant
differences in gender distribution between groups, χ2(1) = 0.77, p = 0.38. Chi-square tests also
showed that there were no significant differences between the initial sample and the final
sample on identifying a formal mentor, χ2(1) = 2.68, p = 0.10 or informal mentor, χ2(1) =
0.16, p = 0.69. There was also no significant difference between the attrition groups in being
in a management/supervisory role, χ2(2) = 0.70, p = 0.40.
Independent samples t-tests were also conducted on the Phase 1 scores on career
mentoring (t(210) = 0.40, p = 0.69), psychosocial mentoring (t(210) = 1.39, p = 0.17) , overall
socialization (t(197) = .49, p = .62), social undermining (t(194) = -1.13, p = .26), incivility
(t(149.13) = -1.94, p = 0.06), interpersonal conflict at work (t(192) = -1.86, p = 0.07), and
problems with colleagues (t(191) = -1.90 p = 0.06), to determine differences between the
initial sample and the final sample used in analyses. Among these variables, there were no
significant differences between groups.
Independent samples t-tests were also conducted on the Big Five personality traits
measured with the IPIP scale for further attrition analyses. There were no significant
differences between those who dropped out of the study and the final sample in levels of
extraversion (t(226) = -0.78, p = .44), agreeableness (t(226) = 0.21, p = 0.84), neuroticism
(t(226) = 0.50, p = .62), and intellect/imagination (t(226) = 0.47, p = 0.64). There was a
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significant difference between in conscientiousness, t(226) = -2.60, p < .05). Participants used
in the sample had higher conscientiousness scores (M = 3.84, SD = 0.89) than those who did
not complete all three phases (M = 3.52, SD = 0.92). However, conscientiousness was not
significantly correlated with any of the main phase 1 measures (mentoring, socialization,
social stressors). Therefore, conscientiousness was not used as a covariate.
Although the mentoring measures assessed mentoring behaviors, the survey also
included two items about whether the participant had a mentor through a formal program and
an informal mentor. These items were combined into one overall composite. There were six
participants (6.7%) who indicated that they only had a formal mentor, 43 participants (47.8%)
indicated that they only had informal mentor, 13 participants (14.4%) identified both a formal
and informal mentor, and 28 participants (31.1%) who answered no to both mentor
identification items. A series of one-way analyses of variance (on psychosocial support,
career mentoring, people socialization, social undermining, incivility, interpersonal conflict,
problems with colleagues, and quantitative workload) indicated significant overall differences
in phase 1 psychosocial support, F(3, 86) = 4.09, p < .05 and phase 1 career mentoring, F(3,
86) = 6.26, p < .05. Post-hoc analyses using a Bonferroni correction indicated that participants
who identified an informal mentor were significantly higher in phase 1 psychosocial support
(M = 3.85, SD = .58) than the no mentor group (M = 3.33, SD = .85). Additionally,
participants with only an informal mentor reported higher phase 1 career mentoring (M =
3.59, SD = .82) than participants without a mentor (M = 2.81, SD = .77). There were no
significant differences between these mentoring groups in the phase 2 and phase 3 measures
of these constructs.
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Measure correlations. The variables were correlated as expected. Career and
psychosocial support mentoring were moderately correlated with socialization, both withinphase and cross-lagged. The relationships between mentoring and the social stressors
(incivility, social undermining from coworkers, interpersonal conflict at work, and problems
with colleagues) were often negative, but nonsignificant. Similarly, the relationships between
socialization and the social stressors were often negative and nonsignificant. The social
stressors were strongly related to each other, and were moderately related to the quantitative
workload stressor. The synchronous correlations between these variables were stronger than
the cross-lagged relationships. See Table 2 for the correlations among hypothesized variables.
All scale reliabilities were at acceptable levels for internal consistency.
The analyses for the main study were conducted using multiple regression in SPSS
Version 21. The initial plan was to use cross-lagged panel analyses for the main study, but I
did not reach the anticipated sample size-to-parameters ratio 20 participants per parameter
(Jackson, 2003) that would justify using a structural equation modeling approach. However,
the regression approach was still conducive to controlling for within-variable and withinphase relationships while using the relatively small final sample of 90 participants.

Table 2
Correlation Table for Main Study
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For the gain spiral hypotheses, the first set of regression equations had either phase 1
career or psychosocial support mentoring as the independent variable and phase 2 people
socialization as the dependent variable. The remaining phase 1 and phase 2 mentoring and
people socialization variables were entered as covariates. In the social stressor equations, each
of the four social stressors (at phase 3) were used as separate dependent variables, with the
corresponding social stressor at phase 1 and phase 2 entered as covariates.
In the current study, mediation analyses inform Hypothesis 3a (career mentoring) and
3b (psychosocial mentoring) regarding whether mentoring predicts reductions in social
stressors through socialization (gain spiral mediation) or whether social stressors predict
mentoring through socialization (loss spiral mediation) using the cross-lagged design.
Mediation analyses are highly relevant for explaining the underlying processes of the
relationships between variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Maxwell & Cole, 2007). Mediation
was tested using the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982) for estimating whether the indirect effect was
statistically significant the gain versus loss spiral mediation models. These analyses were
conducted regardless of the results for the original lagged models, as modern mediation
research suggests indirect effects can occur in the absence of direct effects due to the strength
of relationship among variables and sample size issues (Rucker, Preacher, Tormala, & Petty,
2011).
Gain Spiral Hypotheses (Causal Lags)
Hypotheses 1a and 1b stated that career mentoring and psychosocial mentoring were
negatively related to social stressors in a causal lagged effect. The overall regression model
explained significant variance in social undermining from coworkers. However, there were no
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significant causal lagged effects of the Phase 1 mentoring on Phase 3 social undermining.
Although phase 2 social undermining positively predicted phase 3 social undermining, both
types of phase 1 mentoring behaviors and phase 2 people socialization were nonsignificant.
See Figure 11 for standardized estimates and full model reporting.

Figure 11.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 psychosocial
support mentoring (PSM P1) and career mentoring (CM P1) on phase 2 people socialization
(PPL SOC P2) and phase 3 social undermining from coworkers (SUCW P3). Standardized
coefficients (β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90.
* p < .05.

The overall regression model explained significant variance in incivility. However,
there were no significant causal lagged effects of the Phase 1 mentoring on Phase 3 incivility.
Although phase 2 incivility positively predicted phase 3 incivility, both types of phase 1
mentoring behaviors and phase 2 people socialization were nonsignificant. See Figure 12 for
standardized estimates and full model reporting.
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Figure 12.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 psychosocial
support mentoring (PSM P1) and career mentoring (CM P1) on phase 2 people socialization
(PPL SOC P2) and phase 3 incivility (INCIV P3). Standardized coefficients (β) are shown
with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90. * p < .05.

The overall regression model explained significant variance in interpersonal conflict.
However, there were no significant causal lagged effects of the Phase 1 mentoring on Phase 3
incivility. Although phase 1 and phase 2 interpersonal conflict at work were both significant
predictors, both types of phase 1 mentoring behaviors and phase 2 people socialization were
nonsignificant. See Figure 13 for standardized estimates and full model reporting.

51

Figure 13.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 psychosocial
support mentoring (PSM P1) and career mentoring (CM P1) on phase 2 people socialization
(PPL SOC P2) and phase 3 interpersonal conflict at work (ICAWS P3). Standardized
coefficients (β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90.
* p < .05.

The overall regression model explained significant variance in problems with
colleagues However, there were no significant causal lagged effects of the Phase 1 mentoring
on Phase 3 problems with colleagues. Although phase 2 problems with colleagues was a
significant predictor, both types of phase 1 mentoring behaviors and phase 2 people
socialization were nonsignificant. See Figure 14 for standardized estimates and full model
reporting.
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Figure 14.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 psychosocial
support mentoring (PSM P1) and career mentoring (CM P1) on phase 2 people socialization
(PPL SOC P2) and phase 3 problems with colleagues (PWC P3). Standardized coefficients (β)
are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90. * p < .05.
The overall regression model explained significant variance in quantitative workload.
However, there were no significant causal lagged effects of the Phase 1 mentoring behaviors
on Phase 3 quantitative workload. Both types of phase 1 mentoring behaviors and phase 2
people socialization were nonsignificant. See Figure 15 for standardized estimates and full
model reporting.
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Figure 15.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 psychosocial
support mentoring (PSM P1) and career mentoring (CM P1) on phase 2 people socialization
(PPL SOC P2) and phase 3 quantitative workload (QWORK P3). Standardized coefficients
(β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90. * p < .05.
Hypotheses 2a and 2b stated that career mentoring and psychosocial mentoring were
positively related to socialization in a causal lagged effect. The regression model of phase 1
mentoring predicting phase 2 people socialization explained significant variance. However,
there were no significant causal lagged effects of the Phase 1 mentoring on Phase 2
socialization. Although phase 1 people socialization and phase 2 psychosocial support were
significant predictors in the hypothesized direction, both types of phase 1 mentoring behaviors
were nonsignificant. Hypotheses 2a and 2b were not supported. See Figures 11 through 15 for
standardized estimates and full model reporting.
Hypotheses 3a and 3b stated that socialization will mediate the relationship between
career mentoring (H3a) and psychosocial mentoring (H3b) and social stressors in a crosslagged design. Results indicated that there no significant mediation effects for the gain spiral
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regression models with psychosocial support mentoring and social undermining from
coworkers (z = 0.38, p = .71), incivility (z = 0.39, p = .70), interpersonal conflict (z = -0.17, p
= .87), problems with colleagues (z = 0.17, p = .87), and quantitative workload (z = 0.26, p =
.79). Similarly, there was no significant mediation for career mentoring for the gain spiral
regression models for social undermining from coworkers (z = -0.37, p = .71), incivility (z = 0.39, p = .70), interpersonal conflict (z = 0.17, p = .87), problems with colleagues, (z = -0.17,
p = .87), and quantitative workload (z = -0.26, p = .79). Hypotheses 3a and 3b were not
supported.
Loss Spiral Hypotheses (Reverse Causal Lags)
Per the loss spiral pattern, hypothesis 4 stated that phase 1 social stressors would be
negatively related to socialization at phase 2. There were four regression models for each of
the phase 1 social stressors predicting phase 2 people socialization, with the corresponding
variables and phases entered as control variables. Although each of the regression models
predicted significant variance, none of the phase 1 social stressors significantly predicted
phase 2 people socialization. However, phase 1 people socialization (i.e., within variable) and
the phase 2 social stressor (i.e., within phase) relationships were often statistically significant.
Hypothesis 4 was not supported. See Figures 16 through 20 for standardized estimates and
full model reporting.
In further testing the loss spiral, social stressors at phase 1 would be negatively related
to phase 3 career mentoring (hypothesis 5a) and psychosocial support mentoring (hypothesis
5b).There were four regression equations (for each of the phase 1social stressors) for
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predicting phase 3 career mentoring and four predicting phase 3 psychosocial support, with
the corresponding variables also used as predictors.
The overall regression models explained significant variance in psychosocial support
and career mentoring. There was a significant causal lagged effect of phase 1 social
undermining on reducing phase 3 psychosocial support. Similarly, there was a significant
casual lagged effect of phase 1 social undermining on reducing phase 3 career mentoring.
Phase 2 people socialization also did not significantly predict either forms of mentoring
behaviors. Increased earlier levels of social undermining corresponded with decreased
psychosocial support and career mentoring, which suggests losses in interpersonal resources.
See Figure 16 for standardized estimates and full model reporting. There was no evidence of
mediation for this loss spiral model for psychosocial support (z = 0.12, p = .90) and career
mentoring (z = 0.16, p = .88).

Figure 16.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 social
undermining from coworkers (SUCW P1) and phase 2 people socialization (PPL SOC P2) on
phase 3 psychosocial support mentoring (PSM P3)and career mentoring (CM P3).
Standardized coefficients (β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and tvalues (t). N = 90. * p < .05.
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The overall regression models explained significant variance in psychosocial support
and career mentoring. There was a significant causal lagged effect of phase 1 social
undermining on reducing phase 3 psychosocial support. However, the causal lagged effect of
phase 1 social undermining on phase 3 career mentoring was nonsignficant. Phase 2 people
socialization also did not significantly predict either forms of mentoring behaviors. Increased
earlier levels of incivility corresponded with decreased psychosocial support mentoring,
which suggests losses in interpersonal resources from two forms of social stressors. See
Figure 17 for standardized estimates and full model reporting. There was no evidence of
mediation for this loss spiral model for psychosocial support (z = 0.20, p = .84) and career
mentoring (z = 0.31, p = .76).

Figure 17.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 incivility
(INCIV P1) and phase 2 people socialization (PPL SOC P2) on phase 3 psychosocial support
mentoring (PSM P3)and career mentoring (CM P3). Standardized coefficients (β) are shown
with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90. * p < .05.
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The overall regression models explained significant variance in psychosocial support
and career mentoring. However, the causal lagged effects of phase 1 interpersonal conflict on
both forms of mentoring behaviors were nonsignficant, as well as phase 2 people
socialization. Unlike social undermining and incivility, earlier experiences with interpersonal
conflict did not affect subsequent socialization or mentoring. There was no evidence of
mediation for this loss spiral model for psychosocial support (z = -0.17, p = .87) and career
mentoring (z = -0.29, p = .77).See Figure 18 for standardized estimates and full model
reporting.

Figure 18.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 interpersonal
conflict at work (ICAWS P1) and phase 2 people socialization (PPL SOC P2) on phase 3
psychosocial support mentoring (PSM P3)and career mentoring (CM P3). Standardized
coefficients (β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90.
* p < .05.
The overall regression models explained significant variance in psychosocial support
and career mentoring. However, the causal lagged effects of phase 1 interpersonal conflict on
both forms of mentoring behaviors were nonsignficant, as well as phase 2 people
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socialization. Unlike social undermining and incivility, earlier experiences with problems
with colleagues did not affect subsequent socialization or mentoring. There was no evidence
of mediation for this loss spiral model for psychosocial support (z = -0.03, p = .98) and career
mentoring (z = -0.29, p = .77). See Figure 19 for standardized estimates and full model
reporting. Hypotheses 5a and 5b were partially supported.

Figure 19.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 problems
with colleagues (PWC P1) and phase 2 people socialization (PPL SOC P2) on phase 3
psychosocial support mentoring (PSM P3)and career mentoring (CM P3). Standardized
coefficients (β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90.
* p < .05.
In examining the loss spiral pattern with a non-social stressor, phase 1 quantitative
workload was not significantly related to either form of phase 3 mentoring behaviors. It was
also not significantly related to phase 2 people socialization. Overall, phase 1 quantitative
workload reports were not significantly related to subsequent socialization and mentoring
experiences. The overall regression models explained significant variance in psychosocial
support and career mentoring. There was no evidence of mediation for this loss spiral model
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for psychosocial support (z = 0.03, p = .98) and career mentoring (z = 0.07, p = .94). See
Figure 20 for standardized estimates and full model reporting.

Figure 20.
Path coefficients for the sequential mediation analyses of phase 1 quantitative
workload (QWORK P1) and phase 2 people socialization (PPL SOC P2) on phase 3
psychosocial support mentoring (PSM P3)and career mentoring (CM P3). Standardized
coefficients (β) are shown with standardized estimates in parentheses and t-values (t). N = 90.
* p < .05.

Exploratory Cross-Phase Mediation Analyses
Given that the results did not support the hypothesized lagged effects (including
mediation tested above), I further examined the relationships between variables using
alternative models. The first two models were similar to the resource gain and resource loss
models, but did not control for within-variable or within-time relationships. This approach
allowed for examining whether there were cross-sectional relationships among the variables
when not controlling the variables across each of the phases. Although cross-sectional
analyses typically involve constructs measured concurrently, I refer to these models as crosssectional because they do not control for within-phase and within-variable relationships like
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the longitudinal models. As recommended when conducting cross-sectional mediation
analyses (Zapf et al., 1996), I used measures of the independent variable, mediator, and
dependent variable from different times of measurement. Furthermore, using different
measurement points for the variables prevented common method variance from inflating the
relationships between variables.
In the first model for predicting phase 2 people socialization, neither of the phase 1
mentoring behavior categories were significant predictors of socialization. In subsequent
models examining gains in resources across the phases, phase 2 socialization significantly
predicted each of the phase 3 social stressors. Increased levels of people socialization were
associated with decreased levels of social stressors. However, neither mentoring nor
socialization significantly predicted the non-social stressor of quantitative workload. A series
of Sobel tests indicated no significant mediation relationships in the cross-phase gain spiral
models for psychosocial mentoring and social undermining (z = -0.545, p = .59), incivility (z
= -0.544, p = .59), interpersonal conflict (z = -0.539, p = .59), problems with colleagues (z =
-0.537, p = .59), and quantitative workload (z = 0.343, p = .73). There were also no significant
mediation relationships in the cross-phase gain spiral models for career mentoring and social
undermining (z = -1.52, p = .13), incivility (z = -1.49, p = .14), interpersonal conflict (z = 1.41, p = .16), problems with colleagues (z = -1.36, p = .17), and quantitative workload (z =
0.42, p = .67). Unlike people socialization, neither types of mentoring behaviors significantly
predicted any of the stressor outcomes. See Table 3 for standardized estimates and full model
reporting.
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The second set of cross-phase regression models was similar to the loss spiral, with
each of the stressors in phase 1, people socialization in phase 2, and mentoring at phase 3. The
majority of the phase 1social stressors significantly predicted phase 2 people socialization,
with the exception of problems with colleagues. Phase 1 quantitative workload also did not
significantly predict phase 2 people socialization. Overall, increased levels of social stressors
at phase 1 were associated with decreased levels of people socialization at phase 2. In the
models predicting phase 3 psychosocial support mentoring behaviors, none of the stressors
were significant predictors. However, phase 2 people socialization positively predicted phase
3 psychosocial support, such that increased levels of people socialization were associated with
increased levels of subsequent psychosocial support. Similarly, phase 2 people socialization
positively predicted phase 3 career mentoring behaviors. Across the regression models, there
were no phase 1 stressors that significantly predicted career mentoring.
A series of Sobel tests indicated no significant mediation relationships in the crossphase loss spiral models for psychosocial mentoring and social undermining (z = -1.78, p =
.08), incivility (z = -1.76, p = .08), interpersonal conflict (z = -1.70, p = .09), problems with
colleagues (z = -1.29, p = .20), and quantitative workload (z = -0.298, p = .77). There were
also no significant mediation relationships in the cross-phase loss spiral models for career
mentoring and social undermining (z = -1.81, p = .07), incivility (z = -1.76, p = .08),
interpersonal conflict (z = -1.67, p = .09), problems with colleagues (z = -1.29, p = .20), and
quantitative workload (z = -0.298, p = .77).. Although people socialization was not
significantly related to mentoring in the longitudinal analyses, these variables were positively

62
related in these cross-sectional analyses. See Table 4 for standardized estimates and full
model reporting.
Two-Panel Longitudinal Analyses
To examine whether the hypothesized, cross-lagged panel analysis relationships were
nonsignificant due to sample size, I conducted the same analyses using two panels (phase 1
and phase 2, n = 124). Overall, the hypothesized relationships for both the gain and loss
spirals were not supported in this two-panel design. In the gain spiral models, neither type of
phase 1 mentoring behaviors significantly predicted phase 2 people socialization. Phase 2
people socialization was significantly, negatively related to each of the phase 2 social
stressors and quantitative workload. Each of the phase 1 stressors were significantly,
positively related to the respective phase 2 outcome. Similar to the longitudinal analyses with
three phases, the statistically significant relationships were within the same variable and time
of measurement as the outcome. A series of Sobel tests indicated no significant mediation
relationships in the two-phase gain spiral models for psychosocial mentoring and social
undermining (z = 0.83, p = .41), incivility (z = 0.82, p = .41), interpersonal conflict (z = 0.80,
p = .42), problems with colleagues (z = 0.80, p = .42), and quantitative workload (z = 0.81, p
= .42). There were also no significant mediation relationships in the cross-phase gain spiral
models for career mentoring and social undermining (z = 0.139, p = .89), incivility (z =
0.139, p = .89), interpersonal conflict (z = -0.139, p = .89), problems with colleagues (z =
0.139, p = .89), and quantitative workload (z = 0.139, p = .89). See Table 5 for standardized
estimates and full model reporting of the two-phase longitudinal gain spiral models.

Table 3
Standardized Estimates for Cross-Phase Models with Phase 1 Mentoring Predicting Phase 2 People Socialization
and Phase 3 Stressors
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Table 4
Standardized Estimates for Cross-Phase Models with Phase 1 Stressors Predicting Phase 2
People Socialization and Phase 3 Mentoring

Table 5
Standardized Estimates of the Two-Phase Longitudinal Gain Spiral Models
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The two-phase loss spiral analyses did not support the loss spiral pattern. None of the
phase 1 social stressors and phase 1 quantitative workload were significantly related to phase
2 people socialization. However, the within-variable relationships (people socialization at
each of the phases) and within-phase relationships (e.g., phase 2 social undermining and
phase 2 people socialization) were often significant predictors of phase 2 people socialization
and both types of phase 2 mentoring. Neither the phase 1 social stressors nor phase 1 people
socialization were significantly related to the phase 2 mentoring composites. A series of Sobel
tests indicated no significant mediation relationships in the two-phase loss spiral models for
between social undermining and psychosocial mentoring (z = 0.41, p = .68) and career
mentoring (z = 0.39, p = .69), incivility and psychosocial mentoring (z = 0.11, p = .91) and
career mentoring (z = 0.11, p = .91), interpersonal conflict and psychosocial mentoring (z = 0.72, p = .47) and career mentoring (z = -0.67, p = .50), problems with colleagues and
psychosocial mentoring (z = -0.41, p = .68) and career mentoring (z = -0.40, p = .69), and
quantitative workload and psychosocial mentoring (z = 0.08, p = .94) and career mentoring (z
= 0.08, p = .94), Overall, the loss spiral analyses did not indicate a loss spiral pattern. Despite
the increased statistical power and improvements in model fit, the cross-lagged, hypothesized
relationships were nonsignificant. See Table 6 for standardized estimates and full model
reporting of the two-phase longitudinal loss spiral models.
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Table 6
Standardized Estimates of the Two-Phase Longitudinal Loss Spiral Models
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Exploratory Within-Phase Analyses
I also tested three within-phase models with mentoring and socialization resources as
predictors (i.e., similar to the causal model) and three within-phase models with social
stressors as predictors (i.e., similar to the reverse causal model). This approach increased
statistical power because it did not exclude participants who did not complete all three phases.
The phase 1 models had 186 participants who had been in their current position for three
years or less and completed the majority of the mentoring, socialization, and social stressor
items (mean imputation was necessary for the stressor outcomes, with less than five percent of
missing data). There were 119 participants who met these criteria in phase 2, and 102 in phase
3.
Phase 1 analyses. Both types of mentoring behaviors were significantly, positively
related to people socialization. Whereas mentoring was often not significantly related to the
social stressors, people socialization was significantly, negatively related to each of the social
stressors. A series of Sobel tests indicated significant mediation between psychosocial support
and social undermining (z = -2.64), incivility (z = -2.73), interpersonal conflict (z = -2.12),
and problems with colleagues (z = -2.38) at p < .05. The indirect relationship between
psychosocial mentoring and quantitative workload was nonsignificant (z = 0.34, p = .74). In
the phase 1 variables, psychosocial support was indirectly related to decreased social stressors
(but not quantitative workload) through increased people socialization. The Sobel tests also
indicated that people socialization significantly mediated the relationships between career
mentoring and social undermining (z = -2.14), incivility (z = -2.18), and problems with
colleagues (z = -1.99). The indirect relationships between career mentoring and interpersonal
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conflict (z = -1.84, p = .07) and quantitative workload (z = 0.34, p = .74) were nonsignificant.
Overall, the within-phase analyses for Phase 1 support the idea that mentoring is negatively
related to social stressors by being positively related to people socialization. See Table 7 for
standardized estimates and full model reporting of the relationships between the phase 1
variables.
Phase 2 analyses. In phase 2, psychosocial support was significantly, positively
related to people socialization. Career mentoring was not significantly related to people
socialization. Similar to the relationships in phase 1, the relationships between people
socialization and the four social stressors in phase 2 were significant and negative.
Additionally, people socialization was significantly, negatively related to quantitative
workload. Neither form of mentoring behaviors was significantly related to any of the
stressors. A series of Sobel tests indicated that there were significant indirect relationships
between psychosocial support and social undermining (z = -2.68), incivility (z = -2.57),
interpersonal conflict (z = -2.14), problems with colleagues (z = -2.38), and quantitative
workload (z = -1.98) at p < .05. There were no significant indirect relationships between
career mentoring and social undermining (z = 0.05, p = .96), incivility (z = 0.05, p = .96),
interpersonal conflict (z = 0.05, p = .96), problems with colleagues (z = 0.05, p = .96), and
quantitative workload (z = 0.05, p = .96). In phase 2, psychosocial support mentoring
behaviors were indirectly, negatively related to the social stressors by being positively related
to people socialization. See Table 8 for standardized estimates and full model reporting of the
relationships between the phase 2 variables.

Table 7
Standardized Estimates of the Phase 1 Within-Phase Mediation Models
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Table 8
Standardized Estimates of the Phase 2 Within-Phase Mediation Models
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Phase 3 analyses. In phase 3, psychosocial support was significantly, positively
related to people socialization. Career mentoring was not significantly related to people
socialization. With the exception of interpersonal conflict, the relationships between people
socialization and the four social stressors in phase 2 were significant and negative. Unlike the
phase 2 analyses, people socialization was not significantly related to quantitative workload.
Neither form of mentoring behaviors was significantly related to any of the stressors. A series
of Sobel tests indicated that there were significant indirect relationships between psychosocial
support and social undermining (z = -2.15), incivility (z = -2.11), and problems with
colleagues (z = -2.19) at p < .05. The relationships between psychosocial support and
interpersonal conflict (z = -1.59, p = .11) and quantitative workload (z = 0.01, p = .99) were
nonsignificant. There were no significant indirect relationships between career mentoring and
social undermining (z = -1.06, p = .29), incivility (z = -1.06, p = .29), interpersonal conflict (z
=-0.97 , p = .33), problems with colleagues (z = -1.07, p = .29), and quantitative workload (z =
0.01, p = .99). Phase 3, psychosocial support mentoring behaviors were indirectly, negatively
related to the majority of the social stressors by being positively related to people
socialization. See Table 9 for standardized estimates and full model reporting of the
relationships between the phase 3 variables.

Table 9
Standardized Estimates of the Phase 3 Within-Phase Mediation Models
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Exploratory Interaction Analyses: Political Skill
In examining political skill as a plausible alternative, I examined whether the
interaction effects of political skill on the mentoring-socialization relationship using the
PROCESS macros (Preacher & Hayes, 2007). In both cross-phases and within-phases
analyses, there were no significant interactions between either type of mentoring behaviors
and political skill on people socialization. However, there was a significant interaction
between political skill (measured only in phase 1) and psychosocial support mentoring in
phase 1 on overall phase 1 socialization, b = .26, p < .05. There was a significant change in R2
from this interaction term, ∆ R2 = .03, F(1,85) = 4.44, p = .04. Political skill significantly
strengthened the positive relationship between psychosocial support mentoring in phase 1 and
overall socialization in phase 1. The interaction between phase 1 career mentoring and
political skill did not explain significant additional variance in phase 1 overall socialization, ∆
R2 = .01, F(1,85) = 0.34, p = .56. When examining the cross phase interactions, there were no
significant interactions between political skill and mentoring in the relationship between
phase 1 mentoring and phase 2 overall socialization, or phase 2 mentoring and phase 3 overall
socialization.
It is plausible that the inclusion criteria for the sample (within their first three years as
new employees) were too long to demonstrate lagged effects. To examine this possibility, I
conducted mixed model ANOVAs for the main study variables, with repeated measures of the
three phases of measurement and between-subjects comparisons of organizational tenure. The
average organizational tenure was 12.99 months (SD = 9.31). I divided the final 90 participant
sample into three equal groups of 30 participants each based on organizational tenure as

75
follows: 1-7 months, 8-14 months, and 15-37 months. These particular groupings of
organizational tenure created equal groups of early, mid, and longer organizational tenure
among this specific sample.
I used the Greenhouse-Geisser test for examining within-subjects effects because the
data did not meet the sphericity assumption in any of the tests. For psychosocial support
mentoring, the interaction between measurement phase and organizational tenure was
nonsignificant, F(3.38, 146.99) = 0.29, p = .85. For career mentoring, the interaction between
measurement phase and organizational tenure was nonsignificant, F(3.19, 138.94) = 1.44, p =
.23. For people socialization, the interaction between measurement phase and organizational
tenure was nonsignificant, F(3.48, 151.30) = .60, p = .64. When combining social stressors
into an overall composite, the interaction between measurement phase and organizational
tenure was nonsignificant, F(2.68, 116.53) = 1.69, p = .18. Overall, there were no significant
differences in the variables by organizational tenure at each of the measurement phases. The
main effects of organizational tenure were also nonsignificant.

CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine mentoring as a primary intervention
mechanism for social stressors. Based on the COR theory framework (Hobfoll, 1989;
Westman et al., 2005), it was plausible that mentoring behaviors could serve as a resource that
promoted further socialization resources and prevented resource losses from social stressors.
Alternatively, initial social stressors could have also created a loss spiral that prevented
socialization and mentoring opportunities (Hobfoll, 1989; Westman et al., 2005). The initial
cross-sectional study suggested that the hypothesized variables were statistically related. The
purpose of the longitudinal study was to establish temporal relationships and examine
plausible alternatives to mentoring.
Examining relationships among these variables informed how new employees’
interpersonal work relationships changed over time. However, neither the resource gain spiral
model nor resource loss spiral model were apparent in statistically significant indirect effects
linking mentoring and social stressors through socialization. However, there were significant
direct longitudinal relationships. Specifically, two social stressors (social undermining and
incivility) at phase 1 were directly, negatively related to phase 3 mentoring, which
demonstrated reverse lag effects. Although the within-variable relationships (e.g.,
socialization at phase 1, phase 2 and phase 3) were often positive and statistically significant,
the within-phase relationships (e.g., socialization and social stressors at phase 1) were often
nonsignificant. Furthermore, the results did not support the hypothesized, cross-lagged
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relationships between mentoring, socialization, and social stressors in either a gain or loss
direction.
Due to the hypotheses not being supported, I conducted further analyses that used a
cross-sectional mediation approach with temporally separated variables that did not control
for within-phase or within-variable relationships. These additional analyses further informed
the relationships between the variables. In the cross-sectional mediation models that were
similar to the gain spiral, people socialization at phase 2 was negatively, significantly related
to each of the social stressors at phase 3. Neither forms of phase 1 mentoring were
significantly related to people socialization or the social stressors, directly or indirectly. In the
cross-sectional mediation models beginning with social stressors (similar to the loss spiral),
the majority of the social stressors at phase 1 (social undermining, incivility, and interpersonal
conflict) significantly, negatively predicted phase 2 people socialization. Although phase 2
socialization was positively related to phase 3 mentoring, the indirect relationships were not
statistically significant. In contrast, quantitative workload was not significantly related to
mentoring or socialization. With the positive relationships between mentoring and
socialization and the negative relationships between social stressors and socialization, there
was more of a trend of resource gains and prevention of resource losses than the loss spiral.
For discriminant predictive validity, I also examined cross-sectional mediation
relationships with quantitative workload, a stressor that does not include the social context. In
the model similar to the gain spiral, people socialization at phase 2 was not significantly
related to quantitative workload at phase 3, whereas it was negatively related to each of the
phase 3 social stressors. In the model similar to the loss spiral, quantitative workload at phase

78
1 was not significantly related to phase 2 people socialization or the phase 3 mentoring
behaviors.
By conducting analyses with the first two phases, I was able to examine whether the
lack of support for hypotheses and trends in model fit were potentially due to sample size.
Similar to the three-panel regression analyses, the majority of the within-phase and withinvariable relationships were significant, but not the hypothesized cross-lagged relationships.
For example, phase 2 people socialization was negatively related to each of the phase 2
stressors in the gain spiral analyses. In the loss spiral analyses, phase 2 people socialization
was positively related to both types of phase 2 mentoring. These trends were similar to the
three-phase models for the main hypotheses.
Examining the within-phase relationships increased statistical power and allowed for
comparing cross-sectional results with similar models. Each of the three models included the
hypothesized direct and indirect relationships between mentoring, socialization, and social
stressors. In the phase 1 models, psychosocial support was indirectly related to each of the
social stressors through people socialization. Similarly, career mentoring was indirectly
related to the majority of the social stressors. Similar to the gain spiral, mentoring was
positively related to people socialization and negatively related to social stressors in these
analyses. Although psychosocial support was indirectly related to the majority of the social
stressors in the phase 2 and phase 3 analyses, the indirect relationships for career mentoring
were nonsignificant in other phases. Similar to the within-phase models, political skill
(measured at phase 1) was a significant moderator and strengthened the relationship between
phase 1 psychosocial support mentoring and phase 1 overall socialization. However, there
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was no significant interaction between career mentoring and political skill. There were no
significant interactions between political skill and phase 2 or phase 3 mentoring.
In summary, the hypothesized cross-lagged relationships were largely nonsignificant,
whereas the within-phase and within-variable relationships were often significant. However,
there was a significant direct reverse lag effect where phase 1 social undermining and
incivility reduced phase 3 mentoring; this trend did not occur with the less ambiguous social
stressors of interpersonal conflict and problems with colleagues. Although mentoring was
often not significantly related to socialization or social stressors, socialization was frequently
negatively related to social stressors. Comparatively, socialization was often not significantly
related to the stressor of quantitative workload.
Theoretical Implications
This study’s longitudinal design provided a valuable contribution to the mentoring and
socialization literature. Much of the research connecting mentoring, socialization, and work
experiences is cross-sectional (Allen et al., 1999; Chao et al., 1992; Chao, 2007; Lankau &
Scandura, 2002). However, mentoring relationships and newcomer socialization are both
ongoing processes that change over time. Although the initial pilot study and exploratory
cross-sectional analyses indicated mediation trends, there was no evidence for mediation
when incorporating within-phase and within-variable relationships in the models. The withinphase analyses indicated indirect relationships between mentoring and social stressors. There
are two explanations for the significant within-phase relationships and nonsignificant crossphase relationships. First, these relationships could be attributed to common method variance
from using the same time frame. Reliance on common method variance can interfere with
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meeting the temporal assumptions for causal mediation (Cole & Maxwell, 2003). However,
the results indicate that the significant within-phase relationships were unique to the measures
of interpersonal relationships. Socialization was significantly related to social stressors, but
not quantitative workload. This evidence for discriminant predictive validity discounts the
possibility of common method variance as an explanation for only obtaining within-phase
relationships.
The second possibility is that the lagged relationships between these variables occur in
the short-term, but not the long-term. That is, perhaps any effects of mentoring or
socialization on social stressors are limited to daily or weekly resource gains. The current
study’s within-phase trends and the extant cross-sectional research (Allen et al., 1999; Chao et
al., 1992; Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Thomas & Lankau, 2009) strengthen this explanation.
Future research could use a shorter time frame to examine how these processes co-occur, and
whether they are causally related. For example, daily diary methods have demonstrated
effectiveness for examining how experiences and social interactions occur (Bolger, Davis, &
Rafeli, 2003). Similar to this longitudinal study, daily diary studies can inform participants’
individual differences, within-person changes over time, and causality (Bolger et al., 2003).
However, they have the added advantage of minimizing the time lags between the
experienced event and measurement, which informs how the event occurs (Bolger et al.,
2003). This level of detail could assess new employees’ cognitive appraisal of stressors, and
the way that their experiences with stressors changes over time by including both quantitative
and qualitative measures of stressful social interactions (Hurrell, Nelson, & Simmons, 1998).
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The literature on mentoring and socialization suggests that becoming socialized to the
organization is a benefit of mentoring relationships (Allen et al., 1999; Chao, 2007).
However, phase 1 mentoring did not predict phase 2 people socialization. These longitudinal
results were inconsistent with empirical evidence from cross-sectional research. In further
longitudinal analyses examining cross-phase relationships, phase 2 people socialization was
positively related to phase 3 psychosocial support and career mentoring. These results prompt
the need to reconsider the gain spiral and theory on mentoring and socialization. It is plausible
that feeling welcomed connected to others (i.e., people socialization) is an initial resource that
is conducive for developing mentoring relationships, but only in the short-term. Rather than
socialization being an outcome of mentoring behaviors, people socialization could generate
opportunities for mentoring. If socialization is conducive to mentoring behaviors, initial
opportunities for socialization could generate further support and guidance from mentors.
Although this result is only one piece of the study, perhaps socialization opportunities could
generate mentoring relationships, rather than socialization only being an outcome of
mentoring relationships. If socialization is conducive to further resource gains, organizations
should consider the extent to which they provide opportunities for socialization.
Previous research has demonstrated that mentoring is an effective secondary
intervention (Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Thomas & Lankau, 2009). In this context, mentoring
is a resource that reduces the strain (e.g., intentions to quit) that job demands create.
Furthermore, mentoring is considered especially relevant for coping with social stressors,
such as organizational politics (Perrewe et al., 2002). Despite its effectiveness as a secondary
intervention, mentoring was not found to be an effective primary intervention in this study.
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That is, mentoring did not have a preventative effect on reducing the occurrence of future
social stressors. Although extant research demonstrates that mentoring can improve reactions
in exposures to stressors (i.e., stressor-strain relationship), it did not affect the lagged
relationship between resources and stressors.
Perhaps mentoring was not a significant resource for preventing social stressors
because the examined social stressors had a low base rate. In each phase, the overall
composite of social stressors was positively skewed (2.40, 2.93, and 1.80, respectively),
which suggests low frequency. Therefore, initial mentoring could not reduce subsequent
social stressors because the initial levels of social stressors were already low. However,
mentoring was also not significantly related to socialization, which was more frequent than
social stressors. In the current study, socialization had higher overall means and less skewness
(0.45, 0.45, and 0.50 for each of the three phases) than social stressors. Given that mentoring
was also not significantly related to social stressors, this explanation for the mentoring-social
stressors relationship is unlikely.
Another explanation for mentoring’s nonsignificant relationships is the timeframe of
the sample. Although the three-year timeframe for new employees was conducive to
recruiting participants, mentoring could function differently for newer employees. For
example, Kammeyer-Mueller et al. (2013) used a sample of employees in their first 90 days of
employment, and found that social support predicted socialization. Conversely, the current
study demonstrated that mentoring was not significantly related to socialization. Although
these results contradicted previous research, organizational tenure did not differentiate
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participants’ experiences with mentoring, socialization, and social stressors. The effects of
mentoring were similar across the different levels of organizational tenure.
In explaining why mentoring would be more beneficial as a secondary intervention
rather than a primary intervention, it is valuable to consider the mentoring functions. The
career development functions are enhanced by the mentor’s status and capabilities, whereas
the psychosocial functions largely depend on interpersonal closeness and trust (Kram, 1985;
Kram & Ragins, 2007). Given that mentoring relationships originate from these
circumstances, perhaps mentoring did not serve as an initial resource because it originates
from these previous resources.
Alternatively, using mentoring relationships to cope with social stressors (i.e.,
secondary intervention) is an opportunity to utilize or strengthen these aspects of mentoring
functions. When examining the mentoring items, the wording often suggests that mentoring is
often ameliorative, or reactive, in nature. For example, the psychosocial support items
included, “My mentor has shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my
problems” and “My mentor has encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety and fears that
detract from my work” (Noe, 1988). These items imply that the stressor has already occurred,
and that the mentor is helping the mentee cope. Furthermore, the stressor described in the
items is not necessarily a social stressor. This wording is consistent with the broad, diverse
goals that mentoring relationships can address (Ragins & Kram, 2007). Perhaps the lowintensity social stressors examined in the current study do not warrant a primary intervention
approach. Rather, the secondary intervention approach of problem solving and coping with
social stressors as they occur is more congruent with mentoring relationships than primary
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interventions. With the various, goals that mentoring relationships involve, primary
interventions may need to be specifically focused on reducing social stressors in order to be
effective. Future research could examine whether mentoring is an effective primary
intervention for other types of stressors. For example, research shows that mentoring is
negatively related to role ambiguity (Lankau & Scandura, 2002). Role ambiguity is a stressor
that can be prevented with informational resources, and does not require social resources.
Perhaps mentoring could serve as a primary intervention by meeting new employees’
informational needs. The career guidance in mentoring could be conducive to this
information, even with a lack of interpersonal closeness and trust.
Practical Implications
This research has practical implications for interpersonal experiences at work, both
building social relationships and social stressors. People socialization at phase 2 was
negatively related to the social stressors at phase 3. In contrast, phase 2 people socialization
was not significantly related to phase 3 quantitative workload. Socialization’s unique negative
relationship to social stressors has potential for improving work relationships. Although
causation cannot be inferred from the current study’s results, the results suggest that
employees who identify with the organization tend to experience less social stressors than
those who do not. As they become socialized to the organization, these new employees can
learn tacit knowledge about the organization’s processes and goals, get to know others, and
increase their performance proficiency (Chao et al., 1994). This finding helps extend the
existing benefits of socialization (Chao et al., 1992) to reduced social stressors. Furthermore,
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it demonstrates the importance of providing new employees with opportunities to become
socialized to the organization.
Although the loss spiral hypotheses were generally not supported, phase 1 social
undermining and incivility were directly, negatively related to phase 3 psychosocial support
and career mentoring. There are three primary explanations for this result. First, the effects of
these social stressors on new employees’ experiences with mentoring could be due to the
work environment, the target’s perspective, or the mentor’s perspective. The work
environment explanation suggests that an organizational culture of disrespect and
discourteous behavior is not conducive to providing these new employees with support and
guidance. Similar to the resource loss aspects of COR theories, initial resource losses (i.e.,
social undermining and incivility) make it difficult to generate gains in resources from
mentoring (Westman et al., 2005). Furthermore, the spiral of incivility (Andersson & Pearson,
1999) suggests that these negative behaviors can perpetuate throughout the work
environment. From the target’s perspective, initial experiences of social undermining and
incivility could be especially threatening to new employees’ status within the organization.
Although social undermining and incivility are defined as low intensity because of their
ambiguity, it could be challenging to discern the perpetrator’s intent, thus increasing the
intensity. Consequently, new employees who experience social undermining and incivility
may take a self-protective approach, and not seek out mentoring opportunities. In similar
research, social undermining increased new employees’ withdrawal from the organization
(Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). Perhaps this withdrawal is also apparent in new employees’
interpersonal relationships. Third, more senior colleagues could have withdrawn their
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mentoring behaviors towards these targeted new employees (mentor perspective explanation).
From the mentor’s perspective, these initial instances of social undermining and incivility
(e.g., being corrected in front of colleagues) could have indicated that the targeted employee
lacked competence. Mentors are drawn to mentees who initially demonstrate high ability
(Allen, 2004). Therefore, more senior employees may not have been willing to provide career
mentoring behaviors if they doubted their new colleagues’ abilities. In providing psychosocial
support, incidents of social undermining and incivility could have negatively influenced the
new employees’ standing among their colleagues. Similar to how popularity among
colleagues is negatively related to conflict (Cullen et al., 2012), perhaps initial social stressors
can interfere with employees’ popularity, thus reducing their opportunities to receive
mentoring. These explanations illustrate the consequences that social undermining and
incivility can have for limiting new employees future positive work experiences. By being
aware of how these initial social stressors affect subsequent interpersonal experiences,
organizations can further understand new employees’ perceptions of the organization.
Organizations should consider the range of socialization opportunities that they
provide in addition to mentoring. The multiple dimensions of socialization are conducive to
evaluating what organizational and personal resources are available for meeting each
socialization area. For example, social opportunities outside of the work environment could
be conducive to promoting people socialization and helping new employees feel connected to
others. With the negative relationship between people socialization and social stressors, these
supported, welcomed employees are likely to experience less social stressors than those with
less socialization resources. By providing socialization opportunities, organizations can
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prevent social stressors at the primary intervention level. Preventing social stressors from
occurring subsequently prevents strain reactions, which include increased withdrawal and
counterproductive behaviors and decreased organizational commitment and self-efficacy
(Cortina et al., 2001; Duffy et al., 2002; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013).
Limitations and Future Research Directions
The limitations of this study certainly create additional opportunities for future
research. First, the three-panel sample (n = 90) was smaller than the cross-lagged panel
analyses warranted, which limited the statistical power. In longitudinal studies, it can be
challenging to retain the original sample for the additional phases, especially when participant
recruitment requires a specialized samples (i.e., relatively new employees). However, I
addressed the challenges of longitudinal sample size both during participant recruitment and
data analysis. Study participation was on a rolling basis, which allowed multiple opportunities
to recruit eligible participants through various social media outlets. The current study’s threephase sample was 51% of the participants who provided their email addresses during phase 1,
which was comparable to other three-phase studies in occupational health psychology (e.g.,
49% in Demerouti et al., 2004; 60% in Hakanen & Schaufeli, 2012).
During initial data analyses, there were largely no significant differences between the
three-phase sample and participants who dropped out in individual differences or work
experiences, which suggested that they were similar groups. Although the two-phase crosslagged panel analyses consisted of a larger sample, the results were similar to the three-phase
analyses. Anticipating the limitations of a small sample in these ways helped promote a full,
detailed understanding of the current study’s data.
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The time lags for examining primary interventions for social stressors also created
challenges related to the sample and findings. The six-week time lag was conducive to
allowing time for these new employees’ work relationships to develop and change. For
example, data from the initial cross-sectional study suggested that social stressors were a
relatively rare occurrence. Therefore, this time lag allowed time for social stressors to occur.
However, the data suggests that the time lags may have been too long for examining these
variables. Although the cross-sectional relationships were often significant, the longitudinal
relationships across phases were not. This trend continued in both the two-phase and threephase models, which suggests that it was not due to sample size. Perhaps social resources
would be causally related to social stressors with short-term time lags. Short-term time lags
could demonstrate ongoing changes in resources, and how these changes are related to social
stressors in either a gain or loss spiral. For example, a study that uses a daily diary approach
could help employees recall specific relevant instances in their work relationships, rather than
more general examples over a long-term lag. A study with shorter time lags could also inform
causal relationships by separating mentoring relationships from socialization outcomes.
Although the current long-term lags suggest that they are moderately related, shorter time lags
could help with separating these processes.
The current study examined individuals’ self-report of the occurrence of social
stressors. However, self-report measures of events are filtered through participants’
perceptions. The measure is shaped by both the actual event and the perceiver’s interpretation.
Using this methodology, the extent to which social stressors measures are shaped by
perceptions is unclear. Furthermore, the negative relationship between phase 2 socialization
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and phase 3 social stressors could be a combination of changes in social stressors occurring
and changes in participants’ perceptions of social interactions. In spite of this limitation, the
perceptual nature of social stressors was fitting for examining primary stressor appraisal.
Primary stressor appraisal refers to evaluating the event as a threat, or potentially diminishing,
to resources. Therefore, primary stressor appraisal is also a combination of the objective event
and subjective interpretation, which is similar to self-report. To further examine changes in
social stressors, future research could incorporate additional data on the work environment,
such as coworker reports or data on organizational norms.
Participants’ experiences in mentoring relationships occurred at various times and in
different forms. Although I was able to examine mentoring behaviors, it is unclear whether
these behaviors occurred in the context of ongoing mentoring relationships. Participants likely
received a range of mentoring from various sources. Although this approach broadly assessed
mentoring within the work environment, it did not capture the extent to which participants
identified specific mentoring relationships. That is, participants may identify mentoring
behaviors (e.g., listening, encouragement, assistance) as helpful, yet may not assign those
behaviors to a specific mentor. A work environment that promotes supportive mentoring
behaviors may be pleasant and constructive, yet employees may still lack specific sources of
support. Perhaps new employees not only need a mentoring environment to build resources,
but also the ability to identify specific sources of mentoring. This need could be especially
salient to employees who are entirely new to the organization, who are beginning to develop
their work relationships and clarify organizational roles. Assigning mentors to new employees
through a formal program could meet this need and create opportunities for organizational
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socialization. Moreover, formal mentoring relationships could be designed to provide new
employees with exemplar members of the organization who serve as positive role models in
work interaction. However, the small sample size does not permit for only examining
participants in formal mentoring relationships. The weak longitudinal relationships between
mentoring and the other constructs could be due to not specifically examining mentoring
relationships, which could have been salient enough to generate a gain spiral. Future research
could examine whether similar trends occur when examining more structured, formal
mentoring programs to fully understand the long-term benefits of mentoring as a resource.
Furthermore, examining specific mentoring relationships would help differentiate the roles of
mentoring and organizational socialization.
In the current study, there were moderate, positive correlations between both types of
mentoring and socialization within the three phases. This trend is consistent with previous
cross-sectional studies on mentoring and socialization (Allen et al., 1999; Chao et al., 1992).
In light of the overlap between mentoring and socialization, future research is needed to
examine whether mentoring increases socialization, or whether socialization increases
mentoring. Formal mentoring programs are costly and often involve financial and time
commitments from various stakeholders. Therefore, examining socialization as a direct
outcome of mentoring relationships could have practical implications for organizations. A
quasi-experimental study, where organizational newcomers participate in a formal mentoring
program at different times, could inform the overlap between mentoring and socialization.
Although mentoring relationships can be valuable for employees’ career outcomes and
personal development (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Lankau & Scandura, 2002),
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the current study suggests that mentoring activities are not a strong primary intervention for
social stressors. However, future research could examine the effectiveness of other primary
interventions, and compare them with mentoring programs. For example, the CREW
intervention specifically focuses on civility, respect, and engagement in their guided
discussions on building a positive workplace climate. It is plausible that the CREW program
has more explicit goals for reducing social stressors than mentoring relationships. Therefore,
perhaps having specific goals for the intervention that involve preventing social stressors is
key component for an effective intervention. In the current study, participants’ mentoring
relationships may or may not have had formal goals related to work relationships and social
stressors. Future research could examine the components of effective primary interventions,
such as having specific goals or the facilitator’s skills and experience.
Conclusion
Social stressors are strongly related to employees’ connection to the organization, their
confidence in their abilities, and their physical health (Cortina et al., 2001; Duffy et al., 2002).
New employees are still learning the organization and need social resources that prevent these
negative, consequential situations. According to COR theory, mentoring can be
conceptualized as a broad social resource that can generate resources in socialization.
Longitudinal research can fully examine mentoring as a primary stressor intervention for
building socialization and preventing socialization. This longitudinal study demonstrated that
mentoring did not create these resource gains over six-week time lags, nor did social stressors
create resource loss spirals. However, socialization was negatively related to social stressors,
which suggests that socialization is beneficial for positive work experiences and preventing
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negative interactions. By examining mentoring as a primary intervention, we can further
understand its limitations and compare it to other types and levels of interventions in
occupational health psychology. Through a rigorous, longitudinal approach, we can further
understand how work relationships influence the experience of social stressors.
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Hello!
I am a doctoral student in Northern Illinois University’s Social-Industrial/Organizational
psychology program. For my dissertation, I am conducting a longitudinal study of employees’
interpersonal relationships in their jobs shape their work experiences.
Since the study focuses on employees who are learning about their organizations, I am
recruiting full-time employees as participants. All full-time employees who are within the first
three years at their current organization are eligible. I would like for participants to be in their
first, second, or third year at their current organization.
This study will consist of three surveys over 3 months. The first survey would take about 15
minutes to complete, and you would provide your email address for follow-up surveys. The
second and third surveys are brief (about 15 minutes) and would be sent to you in the
upcoming weeks.
To thank you for your participation, you will be entered in a drawing for monetary prizes.
There are five monetary prizes: one $50 prize and four $25 prizes. You will receive:
1 drawing entry for completing Phase 1
2 drawing entries for completing Phase 2
3 drawing entries for completing Phase 3
Your participation is confidential, and your email address will be removed from the data after
the study is complete. Your name will not be collected at any time, or associated with the
data.
To read the full recruitment statement and participate in the study, please use this survey link
below:
XXXXXX
If you’d like more information about the study, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank
you so much!
Sarah Bailey
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Title of Study: A Study of Interpersonal Work Experiences
Eligibility: Full-time employees in the United States who are within their first three years at their
current organization are eligible to participate in this study.
Procedures: In this study, you will be asked about number of questions regarding your demographics
and the experiences you have with others within the organization. This includes guidance from others
and negative experiences with others (e.g., arguments). The questionnaire should take 15 minutes to
complete. This is a longitudinal, three-part study lasting over 3 months. The three parts of the study
will be administered six weeks apart (span of three months). Parts 2 and 3 will each take about 10
minutes to complete.
Risks and Benefits: There are no reasonably foreseeable risks associating with this study. Loss of
confidentiality has been mitigated by not associating your name with the data. Your email address will
be removed from the data after the study is complete. You may experience some discomfort when
answering some of the questions. However, the contact information for the researchers is provided
throughout the study. You may also dropout of the study at any point. The results of this study may be
published in scientific research journals or presented at professional conferences. However, your
record will remain confidential and data will be reported in the aggregate.
Costs/Compensation: There is no cost to you beyond the time and effort required to complete the
procedures described above. Participants will be compensated through entries in a monetary drawing.
The monetary drawing includes one $50 prize and four $25 prizes. Participants will receive one entry
in the drawing for completing Phase 1, two entries for completing Phase 2, and three entries for
completing Phase 3.
Right to Refuse or Withdraw: You may refuse to participate at any phase of the study. You may
change your mind about being in the study and quit after the survey has started. You may also skip any
questions you do not feel comfortable answering.
Questions: If you have any questions or concerns about your right as a research participant, you may
contact the Northern Illinois University Office of Research Compliance (815-752-8588). If you have
questions about this research study, you can contact the graduate research assistant or faculty advisor
below:
It is advised that you save or print a copy of this form.
Sarah F. Bailey

Larissa K. Barber

Graduate Research Assistant

Faculty Advisor

Department of Psychology

Department of Psychology

Phone: 815-753-0439

Phone: 815-753-0439

Email: sbailey1@niu.edu

Email: ohsl.niu@gmail.com

I understand the above and grant my consent to participate:
Yes-Continue with Survey Link

No-Exit Survey
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Mentoring Functions Scale (Noe, 1993)
Please rate the extent to which each statement reflects your experiences with others in your
workplace OVER THE LAST SIX WEEKS.
Response Options: 1 – to a very slight extent, 5 – to a very large extent
In the past six weeks, someone in my organization has …
Psychosocial
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Shared history of his/her career with me.
Encouraged me to prepare for advancement.
Encouraged me to try new ways of behaving in your job.
Demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations.
Discussed my questions or concerns regarding feelings of competence, commitment to
advancement, relationships with peers, and supervisors or work/family conflicts.
6. Shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my problems.
7. Encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety and fears that detract from my work.
8. Conveyed empathy for the concerns and feelings I have discussed with him/her.
9. Kept feelings and doubts I shared with him/her in strict confidence.
10. Conveyed feelings of respect for me as an individual.

Career
11. Reduced unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of advancement.
12. Helped me finish assignments/tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would have been
difficult to complete.
13. Helped me meet new colleagues.
14. Given me assignments that increased written and personal contact with colleagues.
15. Assigned responsibilities to me that have increased my contact with people who may
judge my potential for future advancement.
16. Given me assignments or tasks in my work that prepare you for a higher position
17. Given me assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills.
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Socialization (Chao et al., 1994; Administered at all 3 phases)
Please rate the extent to which each statement currently reflects your experiences in your
workplace.
Politics socialization
1. I have learned how things “really work” on the inside of this organization.
2. I know who the most influential people are in my organization.
3. I do not have a good understanding of the politics of my organization. (R)
4. I am not always sure what needs to be done in order to get the most desirable work
assignments in my area. (R)
5. I have a good understanding of the motives behind the actions of other people in the
organization.
6. I can identify the people in this organization who are the most important in getting the
work done.
People socialization
7. I do not consider any of my coworkers friends. (R)
8. I am usually excluded in social get-togethers given by other people in the organization.
(R)
9. Within my work group, I would be easily identified as “one of the gang.”
10. I am usually excluded in informal networks or gatherings of people within this
organization. (R)
11. I believe most of my coworkers like me.
Organizational Goals and Values Socialization
12. I would be a good representative of my organization.
13. The goals of my organization are also my goals.
14. I believe that I fit in well with my organization.
15. I do not always believe in the values set by my organization. (R)
16. I understand the goals of my organization.
17. I would be a good example of an employee who represents my organization’s values.
18. I support the goals that are set by my organization.
Performance proficiency socialization
19. I have not yet learned “the ropes” of my job. (R)
20. I have learned how to successfully perform my job in an efficient manner.
21. I have mastered the required tasks of my job.
22. I have not fully developed the appropriate skills and abilities to successfully perform
my job. (R)
23. I understand what all the duties of my job entail.
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Social Undermining Scale (Duffy et al., 2002)
Response Options: 1-Never, 2-Once or twice, 3-About once a week, 4-Several time a day, 5Almost every day, 6-Every day
In the past six weeks, how often has a coworker/colleague in your organization
intentionally…
1. Insulted you?
2. Given you the silent treatment?
3. Spread rumors about you?
4. Delayed work to make you look bad or slow you down?
5. Belittled you or your ideas?
6. Hurt your feelings?
7. Talked bad about you behind your back?
8. Criticized the way you handled things on the job in a way that was not helpful?
9. Did not give as much help as they promised?
10. Given you incorrect or misleading information about the job?
11. Competed with you for status and recognition?
12. Let you know they did not like you or something about you?
13. Did not defend you when people spoke poorly of you?
Modified Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2011)
Instructions. Please use the following scale (below) to indicate the frequency in which you
have instigated the events described in each statement.
Response options: 1 (never), 2 (once or twice), 3 (sometimes), 4 (often), 5 (many times)
During the past six weeks, were you ever in a situation in which any of your supervisors
and/or coworkers…
1. Paid little attention to your statements or showed little interest in your opinions.
2. Doubted your judgment on a matter over which you had responsibility.
3. Gave you hostile looks, stares, or sneers.
4. Addressed you in unprofessional terms, either publicly or privately.
5. Interrupted or “spoke over” you.
6. Rated you lower than you deserved on an evaluation.
7. Yelled, shouted or swore at you.
8. Made insulting or disrespectful remarks about you.
9. Ignored you or failed to speak to you (e.g., gave you “the silent treatment”).
10. Accused you of incompetence.
11. Targeted you with anger outbursts or “temper tantrums.”
12. Made jokes at your expense.

Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (Spector & Jex, 1998)
Instructions. Please use the following scale (below) to indicate the frequency of the events
described in each statement.
Response options: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes, (4) quite often, (5) very often
1. How often do you get into arguments with others at work?
2. How often do other people yell at you at work?
3. How often are people rude to you at work?
4. How often do other people do nasty things to you at work?
Negative Event (Hassle) Scale (Problems with Colleagues; Mayberry, 2013)
This scale asks you to think about the negative events (hassles) that you experienced in the
last six weeks. For each item, indicate how often that event occurred (for example, circle 1-3
if the event happened 1 to 3 times). It is important that you try to remember the number of
times the event occurred during the last six weeks.
Response options: (0) did not happen, (1-3) happened 1 to 3 times, (4-6) happened 4 to 6
times, (7-9) happened 7 to 9 times, (10+) happened 10 times or more
In the last six weeks, how often did you experience…
1.
2.
3.
4.

Negative feedback from a colleague?
Negative communication with a colleague?
Conflict with a colleague?
Disagreement (including arguments) with a colleague?

Quantitative workload inventory (Spector & Jex, 1998)
Instructions. Please use the following scale (below) to indicate the frequency of the events
described in each statement.
Response Options: 1-Less than once per month or never, 2- Once or twice per month, 3Once or twice per week, 4- Once or twice per day 5- Several times per day
1. How often does your job require you to work very fast?
2. How often does your job require you to work very hard?
3. How often does your job leave you with little time to get things done?
4. How often is there a great deal to be done?
5. How often do you have to do more work than you can do well?
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20-Item Mini-IPIP
On the following pages, there are phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the rating
scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe yourself as
you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly
see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly
your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be
kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement carefully, and then fill in the bubble
that corresponds to the number on the scale.
1=Very Inaccurate, 2=Moderately Inaccurate, 3=Neither Inaccurate nor Accurate,
4=Moderately Accurate, 5=Very Accurate
In general, I…
1. Am the life of the party.
2. Sympathize with others’ feelings
3. Get chores done right away.
4. Have frequent mood swings.
5. Have a vivid imagination.
6. Don’t talk a lot.
7. Am not interested in other people’s problems.
8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place.
9. Am relaxed most of the time.
10. Am not interested in abstract ideas.
11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties.
12. Feel others’ emotions.
13. Like order.
14. Get upset easily.
15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.
16. Keep in the background.
17. Am not really interested in others.
18. Make a mess of things.
19. Seldom feel blue.
20. Do not have a good imagination.
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Political Skill Inventory (Ferris et al., 2005)
Using the following 7-point scale, please indicate the number that best describes how much
you agree with each statement about yourself.
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3, = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = slightly agree, 6 =
agree, 7 = strongly agree
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others. (NA)
I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease with me. (II)
I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others. (II)
It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people. (II)
I understand people very well. (SA)
I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work who I can call
on for support when I really need to get things done. (NA)
7. I am good at building relationships with influential people at work. (NA)
8. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of others. (SA)
9. When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do. (AS)
10. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected. (NA)
11. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others. (NA)
12. I am good at getting people to like me. (II)
13. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do. (AS)
14. I try to show genuine interest in other people. (AS)
15. I am good at using my connections to make things happen at work. (NA)
16. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others. (SA)
17. I always seem to instinctively know the right things to say or do to influence others.
(SA)
18. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions. (SA)

NA – Networking ability
II – Interpersonal influence
SA – Social astuteness
AS – Apparent sincerity
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Demographics:
1. Age:
2. Gender: (Male/Female)
3. Marital Status: (Married/Single/Separated or Divorced/Cohabited/Widowed)
4. Race: (White/African American/Hispanic/Asian/Other)
5. On average, how many hours do you work per week?
6. How long have you been in your current job? (Years/Months)
7. (Faculty sample only) Are you in a science, technology, engineering, and mathematics
(STEM) field? (Yes/No)
8. (Full-time employees sample only) Are you in a management or supervisory role?
(yes/no)
9. What is your job title?
10. What is your email address? We will use this to contact you for the next phases of the
study and for the drawing. Your email will not be shared with a third party, and you
will only be contacted in connection to this study If you no longer wish to participate,
or do not want to be entered into the drawing, you may opt out at this time.
11. At the end of the study, would you like for the researchers to email you an executive
summary of the study’s purpose and findings? (Yes/No)
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Debriefing (Time 1)
Thank you for participating in this study! If you have more questions about the study, please
feel free to contact the lead researcher at sbailey1@niu.edu
During this survey, you were asked a number of questions concerning your relationships with
others at work. This included experiences of interpersonal conflict and mistreatment. If you
experienced any unintended distress due to these questions, please visit the Workplace
Bullying Institute at www.workplacebullying.org for advice for bullied targets and
information on the impact of workplace bullying. The Workplace Bullying Institute offers
personal, confidential, telephone coaching as a fee-based service
(http://www.workplacebullying.org/individuals/solutions/personal-coaching/).
Also, if you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, you
may contact the Northern Illinois University Office of Research Compliance (815-752-8588).
Thank you for your participation! If you are selected as one of the winners of the drawing, we
will be contacting you over the next few months at the email address you provided.
Would you like for the researcher to send you a summary of the study and results? (yes/no)

Debriefing (Time 3)
Thank you for participating in this study!
Negative experiences with others at work can be distressing for employees. However, it has
been proposed that guidance and support from others within the organization can help
employees build their interpersonal skills. Using the framework of conservation of resources
theory, this study examines whether supportive relationships and interpersonal strategies are
related to lower perceptions of negative interpersonal experiences.
Thank you again for taking part in this project. If you have more questions about the study,
please feel free to contact the lead researcher at sbailey1@niu.edu
During this survey, you were asked a number of questions concerning your relationships with
others at work. This included experiences of interpersonal conflict and mistreatment. If you
experienced any unintended distress due to these questions, please visit the Workplace
Bullying Institute at www.workplacebullying.org for advice for bullied targets and
information on the impact of workplace bullying. The Workplace Bullying Institute offers
personal, confidential, telephone coaching as a fee-based service
(http://www.workplacebullying.org/individuals/solutions/personal-coaching/).

116

Also, if you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, you
may contact the Northern Illinois University Office of Research Compliance (815-752-8588).
If you would like to review previous research on this topic, we recommend the following
papers:
Blass, F.R., & Ferris, G.R. (2007). Leader reputation: The role of mentoring, political skill,
contextual learning, and adaptation. Human Resource Management, 46(1), 5-19. doi:
10.1002/hrm/20142
Lankau, M.J., & Scandura, T.A. (2002). An investigation of personal learning in mentoring
relationships: Content, antecedents, and consequences. Academy of Management Journal,
45(4), 779-790. Retrieved from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3069311 .
Thank you for your participation!

